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M E M O R A N D U M 
 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 
 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
 
TO:  Supervisor Mark Farrell, Chair 
  Land Use and Transportation Committee 
 
FROM:  Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
 
DATE:  May 9, 2017 
 
SUBJECT: COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
  Tuesday, May 9, 2017 
 
The following file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board 
meeting, Tuesday, May 9, 2017.  This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting 
on Monday, May 8, 2017, at 1:30 p.m., by the votes indicated. 
 
Item No. 36  File No. 170408 
 

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height and bulk 
designations for the 1500 Mission Street project, Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 
3506, Lot Nos. 006 and 007, on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and 
on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; adopting findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan 
as proposed for amendment, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and 
welfare under Planning Code, Section 340. 
 

RECOMMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT 
Vote: Supervisor Aaron Peskin - Aye 
 Supervisor Katy Tang - Aye 

  Supervisor Mark Farrell - Excused 
  Supervisor Ahsha Safai - Absent 
 
c: Board of Supervisors  
 Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
 Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
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FILE NO. 170408 · ORDINANC JO. 

1 [General Plan Amendments - 1500 Mission Street Project] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height and bulk designations for 

4 the 1500 Mission Street project, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3506, Lot Nos. 006 and 

5 007, on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area ! 
6 Plan; adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; making · 

7 findings of consistency with the General Plan as proposed for amendment, and the 

8 eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public 

9 necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 340. 

10· 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times }le'r\t Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in stril<ethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

17 Section 1. Findings. 

18 (a) The 1500 Mission Street/City Office Building project (Assessor's Block 3506, Lots 

19 006 ana 007, referred to herein as the "Project') is planned for an approximately 2.5 acre site 

20 along the north side of Mission Street spanning from 11th Street to South Van Ness Avenue. 

21 Currently, Goodwill Industries occupies two buildings on the site: (1) a two-story, 29,000 

22 square-foot building at the corner of South Van Ness Avenue constructed in 1997 that 

23 contains a retail storn at the ground level and offices above, and (2) an approximately 57,000 

24 . square-foot warehouse building at the corner of 11th Street which was until recently used for 

25 processing donated items. The warehouse building is generally single-story and has a 

I 
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1 basement parking garage containing approximately 110 spaces, 25 surface parking spaces, 

2 and six surface loading spaces. The warehouse building, which features an approximately 85-

3 foot-tall clock tower atop the Mission Street fac;ade, was constructed in 1925 for the White 

4 Motor Company and renovated in 1941 for use as a Coca-Cola bottling plant, a use that 

5 continued until the 1980s. 

6 (b) In general terms, the project would construct two buildings and renovate a portion· 

7 of the existing 1500 Mission Street building. The Project Sponsor would retain one building to 

8 be located on the southern portion of the site with primary frontages. on Mission Street and 

9 South Van Ness Avenue. The City would own the building to be located on the northern 

1 O portion of the site as a City office buiiding and it would have frontages on 11th Street and 

11 South Van Ness Avenue. This building would be directly adjacent to another City office 

12 building at One South Van Ness Avenue. 

13 (c) The Project Sponsor's residential building would include an approximately 664,000 

14 square-foot, 39-story, 396-foot-tall tower with mid-rise podium elements extending along 

15 Mission Street and South Van Ness Avenue and contain the following features: approximately 

16 550 dwelling units of which approximately 110 would be below market rate units (20%, rather 

17 than the required 13.5% ), approximately 38,000 square-feet of ground floor retail, 

18 approximately 26,000 square-feet of private and common open space, approximately 299 

19 bicycle parking spaces, and up to 300 vehicular parking spaces. 

20 ( d) The City office building would include an approximately 454,000 square foot, 16-

21 story, 264-foot-tower primarily along 11th Street with mid-rise podium elements extending 

22 west and south from the tower. This building would consolidate office space for multiple City 

23 -departments, including the Department of Building Inspection, Public Works, and the Planning 

24 Department. This building would contain a consolidated, one-stop permit center and a 

25 childcare facility; enhanced pedestrian connectivity via a mid-block public space and alley 

Planning Commission 
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1 network extending from Mission Street to South Van Ness Avenue; ground floor exhibition and 

2 gallery space, ground floor conference facilities and community event space; and publicly 

3 accessible open space at the 2nd floor permit center. 

4 (e) On December 15, 2016, in Resolution No. 19821, the Planning Commission 

5 initiated this legislation in accordance with Planning Code Section 340. This Resolution is on 

6 file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170408. 

7 (f) On March 23, 2017, in Motion No. 19883, the Planning Commission certified as 

8 adequate and complete the 1500 Mission Street/City Office Building Final Environmental 

9 Impact Report (the "FEIR" found in Planning Case No. 2014.000362ENV) in accordance with 

1 O the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA", California Public Resources Code Sections 

11 21000 et seq.) ~nd Administrative Code Chapter 31. Said Motion is on file with the Clerk of 

12 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170408 and is incorporated herein by reference. Copies 

13 of the FEIR and Motion No. 19883 are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File 

14 No. 170408 and are incorporated herein by reference. In addition, other documents, reports, 

15 and records related to the FEIR and Project approvals are on file with Jonas lonin, the 

16 Plcmning Department custodian of records, and located at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, 

17 San Francisco, California, 94103. The Board of Supervisors treats these additional Planning 

18 Department records as part of its own administrative record and incorporates such materials 

19 by reference herein. 

20 (g) At the same hearing, in Motion No. 19884, the Planning Commission adopted 

21 CEQA Findings, including a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and a Mitigation 

22 Monitoring and Reporting Program. In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, this 

23 Board has reviewed the FEIR and the record as a whole, and adopts and incorporates by 

24 reference, as though fully set forth herein, the CEQA Findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of 

25 
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1 said Motion No. 19884 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170408 

2 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

3 (h) On March 23, 2017, in Resolution No. 19885, the Planning Commission adopted 

4 findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the 

5 City's General Plan as proposed for amendment and eight priority policies of Planning Code 

6 Section 1-01.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on 

7 file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170408 and is incorporated herein by 

8 reference. 

9 (i) In this same Resolution, the Planning Commission in accordance with Planning 

10 Code Section 340 determined that this ordinance serves the publjt: necessity, convenience, 

11 and general welfare. The Board of Supervisors adopts as its own these findings. 

12 U) This ordinance is companion legislation to legislation that amends the Planning 

13 Code to establish a new special use district, amend height and bulk controls, and revise the 

14 Zoning Map for the 1500 Mission Street project. It also is companion legislation to legislation 

. 15 that ratifies the City's purchase and sale agreement with the Project Sponsor for the City to 

16 purchase the office building site portion of the development. This legislation is on file with the 

17 Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File Nos. 170348 and 170471, respectively. 

18 

19 Section 2. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Market and Octavia 

20 Area Plan as follows: 

21 Revise Map 3 to reclassify the height limits of Assessor's Block 3506, Lots 006 and 

22 007, from 85', 250' tower/85' podium and 320' tower/120' podium to 85', 400' tower/130' 

23 podium and 250' tower/130' podium as described below: 

24 

25 Description of Property 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Assessor's Block 3506, Lot 006 

Assessor's Block 3506, Lot 007 

Description of Property for Assessor's 

Block 3506, Lots 006, 007 

Along the northerly portion of the South 

Van Ness Avenue and 11th Street 

frontages measuring approximately 170 

feet in depth and 422 feet in width; 

Assessor Block and Lot to be assigned. 

Along the southerly portion of the 11th 

Street frontage and the easterly portion of 

the Mission Street frontage measuring 

approximately 105-feetin depth from 

Mission Street and 156-feet in width along 

Mission Street; Assessor Block and Lot to 

be assigned. 

The westerly portion of the Mission Street 

frontage and southerly portion of the 

South Van Ness frontage measuring 

approximately 308 feet in width along 

Mission Street and approximately 110 

feet in depth from Mission Street; 

Assessor Block and Lot to be assigned. 

Planning Commission 
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85', 320' Tower I 120' Podium 

250' Tower/85' Podium, 320' 

Tower/120' Podium, 85' 

. Height Districts Hereby Approved 

250' Tower I 130' Podium 

85' 

400' Tower/130' Podium 
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1 

2 Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Downtown Area Plan 

3 as follows: 

4 Revise Map 5 to reclassify the height and bulk of the same Assessor's Block and Lots 

5 from 120-S, 150-S and 200-S to 85-X, 130/240-R-3 and 130/400-R-3 as described below: 

6 

7. 

8 

9 

10 

11 . 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Description of Property 

Assessor's Block 3506, Lot 006 

Assessor's Block 3506, Lot 007 

Description of Property for Assessor's 

Block 3506, Lots 006, 007 

Along the northerly portion of the South 

Van Ness Avenue and 11th Street 

frontages measuring apptoximately 170 

feet in depth and 422 feet in width; 

Assessor Block and Lot to be assigned. 

Along the southerly portion of the 11th 

Street frontage and the easterly portion of 

the Mission Street frontage measuring 

· approximately 105-feet in depth from 

Mission Street and 156-feet in width along 

Planning Commission 
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Height Districts to be Superseded 

150-S, 200-S 

120-S, 150-S 

Height & Bulk Districts Hereby 

Approved 

130/240-R-3 

85-X 
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1 Mission Street; Assessor Block and Lot to 

2 be assigned. 

3 The westerly portion of the Mission Street 130/400-R-3 

4 frontage and southerly portion of the 

5 · South Van Ness frontage measuring 

6 approximately 308 feet in width along 

7 Mission Street and approximately 110 

8 feet in depth from Mission Street; 

9 Assessor Block and Lot to be assigned. 

10 

11 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

12 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

13 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

14 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 Ii 
1' 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: 

~· £_1/~: 
d hn~i D. Malamut 

lty City Attorney 
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FILE NO. 170408 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[General Plan Amendments - 1500 Mission Street Project] 

Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height and bulk designations for 
the 1500 Mission Street project, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3506, Lot Nos. 006 and 
007, on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area 
Plan; adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; making 
findings of consistency with the General Plan as proposed for amendment, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public 
necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 340. 

Existing Law 

The City's General Plan is comprised of various neighborhood plans, including the Market and 
Octavia Area Plan and the Downtown Area Plan. The height/bulk maps in these two 
neighborhood area plans show different height/bulk ranges than what the 1500 Mission Street 
project proposes. This project involves the creation of a new City office building and a 
separate mixed-use development. The: new height/bulk also are reflected in companion 
legislation that establishes the 1500 Mission Street Special Use District and amends the 
Planning Code Zoning Map. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This legislation would amend the General Plan by revising height/bulk Map 3 of the Market 
and Octavia Area Plan and height/bulk Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan within the 
boundaries of the 1500 Mission Special Use District. The ordinance would make findings 
under the California Environmental Quality Act and findings of consistency with the General 
Plan as proposed for amendment and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 
101.1. 

n:\legana\as2017\1700383\01180560.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

April 3, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department 
Case Number 2014-000362GPAPCAMAP: 
1500 Mission Street Special Use District 

BOS File No: (pending) Planning Code, Zoning Map-1500 Mission Street SUD 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval of Planning Code Text and Zoning Map 
Amendments 

BOS File No: _ _,..(p"""'e=n=d=in'""g"") __ General Plan Amendment 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval of General Plan Amendment 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On December 15, 2016 the Planning Commission initiated a General Plan Amendment to amend Map 3, 
Height Map, of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and Map 5, Height and Bulk Map, of the Downtown 
Area Plan to change the height and bulk district of Assessor's Block 3506, Lots 006 and 007. 

On March 27, 2017 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the adoption of the proposed 
Planning Code, Zoning Map Amendment Ordinance and the related General Plan Amendment 
Ordinance, initiated by the Planning Commission. 

The two Proposed Ordinances, would L) create Section 249.12 to establish the 1500 Mission Street Special 
Use District and 2.) amend Map 3, "Height Districts" of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and Map 5, · 
"Proposed Height and Bulk Districts" of the Downtown Area Plan of the General Plan to change the 
height and bulk district of Assessor's Block 3506, Lots 006 and 007. On Map 3 of the Market and Octavia 
Area Plan, the height and bulk of said parcels would change from 85', 320' Tower/ 120' Podium and 250' 
Tower I 85' Podium, 320' Tower/ 120 Podium to 85', 250Tower/130' and 250' Tower/ 120' Podium, 400' 
Tower I 130' Podium respectively. Specifically, the 1500 Mission Street Special Use District would: 

• Modify height and bulks of the subject parcels from 85-R-2, 85/250-R-2 and 120/320-R-2 to 85-X, 
130/240-R-3 and 130/400-R-3 

• Modify bulk controls allowing for larger floor plates owing to the unique needs of the City 
permit center and to address particularly windy conditions in the area; 

www.sfplanning.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2014-000362GPAPCAMAP 
1500 Mission Street Ordinances 

• Allow for parking for the City's fleet in excess of what is currently permitted; 
• Allow office uses above the fourth floor as a contingency should the City not occupy the office 

building 
• Exempt affordable units and their proportional share of residential common areas from gross 

floor area calculations; 
• Permit certain overhead projections intended primarily to reduce ground level wind speeds; and 
• Limit the maximum horizontal area required for Dwelling Unit Exposure requirements to 65 feet 

At the March 27, 2017 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approval of the proposed General 
Plan and the Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendment Ordinances. Please find attached 
documents relating to the Commission's action. The original, signed to form, Microsoft Word versions of 
the Ordinances and legislative digests will be sent directly to the Clerk from the Department of Real 
Estate. If you have any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me . 

. Sincerely, 

Aaron Starr 
Manager of Legislative Affairs 

cc: 
Mayor's Office, Nicole Elliot 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
District 6 Legislative Aide, April Ang 
Deputy City Attorney, John Malamut 
Deputy City Attorney, Jon Givner 

Attachments (one copy of the following): 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19883 - Final EIR Certification 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19884 -Adoption of CEQA Findings 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 19885 - Adoption approval recommendation for the Ordinance 

entitled, "Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height and bulk designations for 
the 1500 Mission Street project, Assessor's Block 3506 Lots 006 and 007, on Map 3 of the Market 
and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; adopting findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan as · 
proposed for amendment and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.l; and 
adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 
340." 

Planning Commission Resolution No .. 19886 - Adoption of approval recommendation of Ordinance 
entitled, "Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the 1500 Mission Street Special Use 
District to facilitate development of the 1500 Mission Street (Assessor's Block 3506, Lots 006 and 
007) project, to regulate bulk controls in the Special Use District, to modify Zoning Map SU07 to 
place the project site into this Special Use District and Zoning Map HT07 to modify the height 
and bulk district designations for the project site; adopting findings under the California 

SAN FRANCISCO 2 
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Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2014-000362GPAPCAMAP 
1500 Mission Street Ordinances 

Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight 
priority policies of Planning. Code Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code Section 302." 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19887 - Downtown Project Authorization 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19821-Initiation of General~lan Amendments 
Planning Commission Motion No. 19822 - Iriitiation of Planning Code, Zoning Map Amendments (SUD) 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19821 
REARING DATE: DECEMBER 15, 2016 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

1500 Mission Street 

2014-000362GPA 

Matthew Witte, 415-677-9000 

Related California 

44 Montgomery Street, Ste 1300 
matthew.witte@related.com 

San Francisco! CA 94104 
Tina Chang, AICP 
tina.chang@sfgov.org. 415-575-9197 

Daniel A. Sider, AICP 

dan.sider@sfgov.org, 415-558-6697 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Franc ls co, 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6317 

RESOLUTION OF INTENT TO lNITIATE AN AMENDMENT TO THE GENERAL PLAN IN ORDER TO 

FACILITATE THE CREATION OF THE 1500 MISSION STREET SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, INCLUDING 

AN AMENDMENT TO MAP 3 OF THE MARKET AND OCTA VIA AREA PLAN AND MAP 5 OF THE 

DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN OF THE GENERAL PLAN TO CHANGE THE HEIGHT DESIGNATION 
SHOWN ON THE MAP FOR ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 3506, LOT 006 AND 007. 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the Planning 
Comrhission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection proposed 
amendments to the General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the General Plan consists of goals; policies and programs for the future physical development of 
the City and County of San Francisco that take into consideration social, economic and environmental factors; 

and 

WHEREAS, the General Plan shall be periodically amended in response to changing physical, social, 
economic, environmental or legislative (:Onditions; and 

WHEREAS, on April 29, 2015, Steve Vettel of Farella Braun & Martel on behalf of Goodwill SF Urban 
Development, LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed applications requesting a.) approval of a Downtown Project 
Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code; b.) a Planning Code Text 
Amendment; c.) Zoning Map Amendments; and d.) on October 19, 2016 an application for a General Plan 
Amendment to facilitate the construction of a mixed-use project located at 1500 Mission Street ("Project") 
with 1.) an approximately 264-foot tall that would consolidate office space for multiple City departments, 

www.sfplanning.org 



Resolution No. 19821 
December 15, 2016 

Case No.: 2014-000362GPA 
1500 Mission Street 

including the Department of Building Inspection, SF Public Works, and the Planning Department; .and 2.) an 
approximately 400-foot tall building containirtg approximately 560 dwelling units providing on-site 
inclusiorutry affordable dwellings units amounting to 20 percent of the total constructed units, in excess of 
the amounts required by the City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) to 
I.) change the building height and b'tllk distriefs at the proje~ site from 85-X, 85/250-R~2 and 120/320-R-2 to 
85-X, 130/240-R-3 and 130/400:-R-3; Il.) allow for parking in excess of that which is currently permitted for the 
office use owing to the unique needs of the City's vehicular fleet; and 3.) allow office use above the fourth 
floor as a contingency should the. City not occupy the office building; and 

WHEREAS, the Project is located on the Mission Street transit corridor, and responds to the transit-rich 
location by prpposing increased housing and employment on the Project site; and 

WHEREAS, the project .site is located within the Hub Plan Area currently being studied by the Planning 
Department and is consistent with the proposed heights ;md bulks associated with the Hub Project; and 

WHEREAS,. San Francisco faces a continuing shortage of affordable .housing for low•income residents. The 
San Francisco Planning Department reported that for the five-year period between 2005 and 2009, 14,397, 
total new housing units were built in San Francisi:o, This number includes 3,707 units for low and very low­
income households out of a total need of 6,815 low and very low-income housing units for the same pedod. 
According to the state Department of Housing and Community Development, ther.e will be a regional need 
for 214,500 new housing units in the nine Bay Area. counties from 2007 to 2014. Of that amount, over 58%, or 
125,258 units, are needed for moderate/middle, low and very low-income households. The Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG) .is responsible for allocating the total regional need numbers among its memb~ 
governments which includes both countles and cities. ABAG estimated that San Francisco's low and very 
low-income housing production need from 2007 through 2014is12,124 units out of a total new housing need 
of 31,193 units, or 39 percent of all :units built. The production ofJow and moderate/middle income units fell 
short of the ABAG goals; and 

WHEREAS, the 2015 Consolidated Plan for July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2020, issued by the Mayor's Office. of 
Housing, establishes that extreme housing pressures face San Francisco, particularly in regard to low- and 
moderate/middle-income residents. Many elements constrain housing production in the City. This is 
especially true of affordable housing. San Francisco is largely built out, with very few large open tracts of 
land to develop. There is no available adjacent land to be annexed, as the cities located on San Francisco's 
southern border are also dense urban areas. Thus new construction of housing is limited to areas of the City 
not previously designated as residential areas, infill sites, or to areas with increased density. New market-rate 
housing absorbs a significant amount of the remaining supply of land and other resources available for 
development and thus limits the supply of affordable housing; and 

WHEREAS, the findings of former Planning Code Section 313.2 for the Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, now 
found in Planning Code Sections 4i3 et seq., relating to the ~hortage of affordable housing, the low vacancy 
rate of housing affordable to persons of lower and moderate/middle income, and the decrease in construction 
ofaffordable housing in the City are hereby reaffirmed; and 

WHEREAS, the Project would address the City's severe need for additional housing for low income 
households, by providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of the amounts required 
by the City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) through compliance 

SAN fRANCISCO 
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Resolution No. 19821 
December 15, 2016 

Case No.: 2014-000362GPA 
1500 Mission Street 

with the terms of section 415 and additional affordable units included as part of a real estate conveyance with 
the City for the City Office building; and 

WHEREAS, the Project provides a unique opportunity to satisfy the City and County of San Francisco's. 
Uni:Qet office needs to provide a consolidated one-stop permit center; enhanced pedestrian connectivity via a 
mi&-block public space and alley network extending from Mission Street to South Van Ness Avenue, and 
ground floor community event spaces; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed City office building is fiscally prudent and has a positive net present value over the 
next thirty years. ln addition to lower operating expenses compared to current assets or .other ~ltematives 
(including the purchase of existing office space or other newly constructed office space), the project will also 
be more efficient and environmentally sustainable. Additional benefits are anticipated through enhanced 
inter-agency collaboration through colocation, a one-stop permit center, a connectfon to existing City offices 
at 1 South Van Ness, and employee and customer efficiencies given proximity to other government offices in 
the Civic Center area. The Project would address the City's sevete need for additional housing for low 
income households, by providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of the amounts 
required by the City's Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) as described 
above; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Special Use District and Height and Bulk District 
Reclassification would not result in increased development potential from what is permitted under the 
existing height and bulk district; and 

WHEREAS,. the Project proposes neighborhood-serving amenities, .such as new ground floor retail; proposes 
new publidy accessible open space, improved pedestrian connectivity, enhanced public service, and 
incorporation of sustainability features into the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the City Attorney's Office drafted a Proposed Ordinance in order to make the necessary 
amendment& to the General Plan to implement the Project. The Office of the City Attorney approved the 
Proposed Ordinance as to form; and 

WHEREAS, a General Plan Amendment Initiation is not a project under California Environrrtental Quality 
Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented, to it at the public hearing 
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of Planning Department 
staff and other interested parties; and 

WBEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Planning Department, Jonas Ionin 
(Commission Secretary) as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, Sart Francisco; and 

MOVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Commission Adopts a Motion of Intent to Initiate 
amendments to the General Plan; 
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Resolution. No.19821 
December 15, 2016 

Case No.: 2014-000362GPA 

1500 Mission Street 

AND BE IT FURTHER MOVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 306.3, the Planning Commission 
authorizes the Department to provide appropriate notice for. a public hearing to consider the above 
referenced General Plan Amendment contained in the draft Ordinance, approved as to form by the City 
Attorney in Exhibit A, to be considered at a publicly noticed hearing on or after March 16, 2017. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission 
on December lS, 2016. 

~ I~ 
J~ 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Fong, Richards, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore 

NOES: N/A 

ABSENT: Hillis 

ADOPTED: December 15, 2016 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19883 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size~ 
Project Sponsor: 

Lead Agency: 
Staff Contact; 

. HEARING DATE: March 23, 201.7 

2014-000362ENV' 
1500 Mission Street Project 
C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) District 
Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 
120/320-R~2, 85/250-R-2; 85-X Height and Bulk Districts 
3506/002, 0031 

110,772 square feet (2.5 acres) 
Goodwill SF Urban Development, LLC 
Related California Urban Housing 
Matthew Witte, (949) 697-8123 
mwitte@related.com 
San Francisco Planning Department 

! Michael Li - ( 415) 575-9107 
michael.jJi@sfgov.org 

1650 lv'l!sslon St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR A PROPOSED MIXED-USE PROJECT THATWOULD DEMOLISH THE EXISTING 1580 MISSION STREET 

. BUILDING, RETAIN AND REHABILITATE A PORTION OF THE EXISTING 1500 MISSION STREET BUILDING, 
AND DEMOLISH THE REMAINING PORTIONS OF THE 1500 MISSION STREET BUILDING AND CONSTRUCT A 
MIXED·USE DEVELOPMENT WITH TWO COMPONENTS: AN APPROXIMATELY 767,200-SQUARE·FOOT, 396· 
FOOT·TALL (416 FEET TO THE TOP OF THE PARAPET) RESIDENTIAL AND R.ETAIURESTAURANT 
BUILDING AT THE CORNER OF SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE AND MISSION STREET (11RETAIURESIDENTIAL 
BUILDING1'); AND AN APPROXIMATELY 567,300-SQUARE.FOOT, 227-FOOT·TALL (257 FEET TO THE TOP 
OF THE PARAPET) OFFICE ANO PERMIT CENTER BUILDING FOR THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN 
FRANCISCO (liCITY") ON 11TH STREET BETWEEN MARKET AND MISSION STREETS ("OFFICE BUILDINGn) 
WITH A MID-RISE PODIUM EXTENDING WEST TO SOUTH VAN NESS AVENUE. THE PROJECT WOULD ALSO 
INCLUDE VEHICULAR PARKING, BICYCLE PARKING, AND LOADING FACILITIES, BOTH PRIVATE AND 
PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE USABLE OPEN SPACE, AND STREETSCAPE AND PUBLIC·REALM 
IMPROVEMENTS. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereihafter "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the 
final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2014-000362ENV, the 1500 Mission Street 
Project (hereinafter "Project"), above, based upon the following findings: 
1. The City and County of San Francisco; acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter 

"Department") fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. 

1 Lots 002 and 003 are also referred to in sorne property records as Lots 006 and 007, respectively. 

www.sfplanning.org 



Motion No.19883 
March 23, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014..000362ENV 
1500 Mission Street 

Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA GuideHnes") and Chapter 31 of the 
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

A. The Departrnent determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was 
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of 
general circµlation on M<ty 13, 2015. 

B. The Department held a public scoping meeting on June 2, 2015 in order to solicit public comment 
on the scope of the 1500 Mission Street Project's environmental review. 

C. On November 9., 2016, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(hereinafter "DEIR'.') and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the 
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Ptannfog 
Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of 
persons requesting such nonce. 

D. Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near 
the project site on November 9, 2016, 

E. On November 9, 2016, copies of the DEIR were mailed or other.wise delivered to a list of persons 
requesting it1 to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and 
to government agencies; the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse. 

F. Notice of Completion was filed with the Stc:i.te Secretary of.Resources via the State Clearinghouse 
on November 91 '2016. 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on.said DEIR on December 15, 2016 at which 
opportunity for public comment was given; and public comment was received on the DEIR. The 
period for a<:;cep~ance of written comments ended on January 4, 2017 . 

. 3. The Departrnent prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the 5.6-day public review period for the DEIR, prepared revisions to 
the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information that 
bec;q.me available during the public review period, and correcteq errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented in a Responses to Comments document, published on March 8, 2017, distributed to the 
Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request 
at the Department. 

4. A Final EnviPonmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR'') has been prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as 
required by law. 

· 5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the publk. These files 
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the 
record before the Commission. 

SAN ~RANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTM""T 2 



Motion No. 19883 
March 23, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-000362ENV 
1500 Mission Street 

6. On March 23, 2017 the Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR 
and hereby does find that the contents of said report artd the procedures through which the FEIR was 

prepared, p111:>li<:ized1 and teviewed comp~y with the provisions of CEQA, the. CEQA Guidelines, artd 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 1014-000362ENV 
reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 

p.ccurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document contains no significant 
revisions to the DEIR, and hereby does CERTIFY 1HE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project 
described in the EIR: 

A. Will have significant, project-specific impacts on historic architectural resources; and, 

B. Will have significant, cumulative construction-period transportation impacts. 

9. The Commission reviewed and considered the information contained in the FEIR prior to approving 

the Project. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of March 23, 2017. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FAANCISOO 

Richards, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, and Moore 

None 

Hillis and Melgar 

March 23, 2017 

PLANNING Dl!<PAFrrMENT 

~~\ -
~onffi·~ 
Commission Secretary 
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1500 Mission Street Project 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
CASE NO. 2014-000362ENV 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2015052040 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT 

Draft EIR Publication Date: November 9, 2016 

Draft EIR Public Hearing Date: December 15, 2016 

Draft EIR Public Comment Period: November 9, 2016 – January 4, 2017 

Written comments should be sent to: 
Lisa M. Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer | 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 | San Francisco, CA 94103 

DUE TO THE LARGE SIZE OF THIS DOCUMENT, THE ENTIRE HARD-COPY IS NOT INCLUDED 
IN THE PACKET. TO VIEW IN ITS ENTIRETY, PLEASE GO TO:

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?
ID=3018104&GUID=3433FC57-30E5-4420-89A1-2C4ACF5DAB5F&Options=ID|Text|&Search=170408

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3018104&GUID=3433FC57-30E5-4420-89A1-2C4ACF5DAB5F&Options=ID|Text|&Search=170408


SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

IRl Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

IRl Transit Impact Dev't Fee (Sec. 411) 

181 Childcare Fee (Sec. 414) 

IRl First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

IRl Better Streets Plan (Sec. 138.1) 

!El Public Art (Sec. 429) 

Planning Commission Motion No. 1988'4 
CEQA Findings 

HEARING DATE: MARCH 23, 2017 

Case No.: 2014-000362ENVGP APCAMAPDNXSHD 
Project Address: 1500 Mission Street 
Current Zoning: C-3-G (Downtown General) 

120/320-R-2, 85-R-2 Height and Bulk Districts 
Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District 

Proposed Zoning C-3-G (Downtown General) 
130/240-R-3, 130/400-R-3, 85-X · 
1500 Mission Street Special Use District 

Block/Lot: · 3506/006, 007 
Project Sponsor: Matt Witte- (415) 653.3181 

Related California 
44 Montgomery Street, Suite 1300 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Staf!Contact: Tina Chang-(415) 575-9197 
Tina.Chang@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, 
INCLUDING FINDINGS OF FACT, FINDINGS REGARDING SIGNIFICANT AND 
UNA VOIDABLE IMP ACTS, EV ALUTION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES, 
AND A STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO APPROVALS FOR 
THE PROJECT AT 1500 MISSION STREET TO DEMOLISH AN EXISTING 30-FOOT TALL 29,000 
SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AT 1580 MISSION STREET, RETAIN AND REHABILITATE A 
PORTION OF AN EXISTING 28-FOOT TALL 57,000 SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AND DEMOLISH 
THE BUILDING AT 1500 MISSION STREET AND THE NEW CONSTRUCTION OF TWO NEW 
BUILDINGS, A 464,000 SQUARE FOOT, 16-STORY, 227-FOOT-TALL CITY OFFICE BUILDING 
AND A 552,290 SQUARE FOOT, 39-STORY, 396-FOOT-TALL RESIDENTIAL TOWER 
CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 550 DWELLING UNITS, INCLUDING APPROXIMATELY 110 
BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS; UP TO 8,000 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR RETAIL, 29,000 
SQUARE FEET OF PRIVATE AND COMMON OPEN SPACE; 620 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES (553 
CLASS 1, 67 CLASS 2) AND UP TO 409 VEHICULAR PARKING SPACES WITHIN THE VAN NESS 
AND MARKET DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, DOWNTOWN-GENERAL 

www.sfplanning.org 

·~1 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558:6377 



Motion No. 19884 
March 23, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-000362fil!YGP APCAMAPDNXSHD 
1500 Mission Street 

(C-3-G) ZONING DISTRICT AND PROPOSED 1500 MISSION STREET SPECIAL USE DISTRICT 
AND PROPOSED 130/400-R-3, 130/240-R-3 AND 85-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS. 

PREAMBLE 
On October 13, 2014, Steve Vettel of Farella, Braun & Martel on behalf of Goodwill SF Urban 
Development, LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed an Environmental Evaluation Application for the Project. 
2014. On May 13; 2015, the Department published a Noti,ce of Preparation of Environmental Impact 
Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting ("NOP"). PubHcation of the NOP initiated a 30-day public 
review crnd comment period that began on.May 1~, 2015 and ended on June 15, 2015. On June 2; 2015, the 
Department held, a publie scoping meeting regarding the Project. On November 9, 2016, the Dep~rtment 
published the Draft Environmentai impact R¢port (hereinafter "DEIR"), including the htltial Study (''iS''), 
and provided public notke in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public 
review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; 
this notfoe was mailed to the Department's list 0£ persons requesting such notice. Notices of availability of 
the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near the Project Site by the Project 
Sponsor on November 9, 2016. 

On April 29, 2015, the Project Sponsor filed an application requesting approval of a Downtown Project 
Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Frandsco Planning Code to facilitate the construction of 
two new buildings approximately 390 and 264-feet tall located at 1500 Mission Street ("Project") 
containing. approximately 550 dwelling units, approximately 462,000 square feet of office space, 51,000 
square feet of ground floor retail space; approximately 7,600 square foot publicly accessible open space in 
the form of a "forum" at the ground floor, up to 423 parking spaces, 6 loading space11, and 369 bicycle 
parking spaces. On February 23, 2017 the Project Sponsor subqiitted an updated application to correct 
the proposed building heights to 396 and 216 feet for the residential and office buildings respectively, the 
total number ofproposed vehicular parking to 409 spates, bicycle parking to 620, retail square footage to 
38,000 square feet, office square fo9tage to 449,800 square feet. A<;l<litionally, the application was updated 
to reflect the Project's inclusion of4,400 square feet of on-site chilq care. 

On April 2.9, 2015, the Project Sponsor also filed ah application for a Planning Code Amendment and 
Zonjng Map amendment to supersede the existing Van Ness&. Market Downtown Residential Special 
Use District with a new special use distriet for the Project crnd to amend. height and bulk distrkts to 
pemut one approximately 390-£oot residential tower with a podium height 0£ 110 feet and one. 264-foot 
tall tower with a podium height of 93 feet, 

On October 19, 2016, the Project Sponsor filed amendments to the Planning Code Text and Zoning May. 
Amendment Applications and a General Plan Amendment.Application to add Section 270(g) to amend 
bulk controls to the proposed special use district and Map 3 (Height Districts) of the Market and Octavia 
Plan. 

On December 15, 2016, the Planning Commission adopted Resolutions 19821 and 19822 to initiate 
legislation entitled, (1) "Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height designation for the 
1500 :Mission Street project, Assessor's Block 3506 Lots 006 and 007 on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia 
Area Plan and on Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; adopting findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1;" and (2) Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 
create the 1500 Mission Street Special Use District to facilitate development of the 1500 Mission Street 
(Assessor's Block 3506, 006 and 07) project~ to regulate bulk controls in the Special Use District, to modify 
Zoning Map SU07 to place the project site into this Special Use District and Zoning Map HT07 to modify 
the height and bulk district designations for the project site; adopting findings under the California 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Motion No.19884 
March 23, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-000362ENVGPAPCAMAPDNXSHD 
1500 Mission Street 

Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code Section 01.; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 
under Planning Code Section 302," respectively. 

On December 15, 2016, the Commission hi;!ld a duly ad.vertised public hearh1.g on the DEIR, at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The period 
for commenting on the EIR ended on January 4, 2017. The Department prepared responses to comments 
on environmental issues received during the 56 day public review period for the DEIR, prepared 
revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to comments received or based on additional information 
that became available during the public review period, and corrected clerical errors in the DEIR. 

On March 8, 2017, The Planning Department published a Responses to Comments document. A Final 
Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Department, consisting of 
the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any additional 
information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as required by law. 

On March 23, 2017, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of 
said report and the procedures through which the FElR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply 
with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the $an Francisco Administrative 
Code. The FEIR was certified by the Commission on March 23, 2017 by adoption of its Motion No. 19883. 

At the same Hearing and in conjunction with this motion, the Commission made and adopted findings of 
fact and decisions regarding the Project description and objectives, significant impacts, significant and 
unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, 
based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), 
particularly Section 21081.and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code 
of Regulations Section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), Section 15091 throµgh 15093, and Chapter 31 
of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31") by its Motion No. [ ]. The Commission 
adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from t~e Commission's certification of 
the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting these CEQA findings. The 
Commission hereby incorporates by reference the CEQA firi.dings .set forth in Motion N:o. 19884. 

On March 23, 2017 the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly seheduled 
meeting regarding (1) the General Plan Amendment amending Maps 3 and 5; and (2) the ordinance 
amending Planning Code to add the 1500 Mission Street Special Use District; and revise Zoning Map 
SU07 and HT07. At that meeting the Commission Adopted (1) Resolution 19886 recommending that the 
Board qf Supervisors approve the requested General :flan Amendment; and (2) Resolution 19885 
recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the requested Planning Code Text and Map 
Amendments. 

On March 23, 20171 the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting regarding the Downtown Project Authorization application 2014-
000362ENVGP APCAMAPDNXSHD. At the same hearing the Commission determined that the shadow 
cast by the Project would not have any adverse effect on Parks within the jurisdiction of the Recreation 
and Parks Department. The Commission heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public 
hearing and further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, 
Department staff and other interested parties, and the record as a whole. 

SAN FRANCISC.O 
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The Planning Department, Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of records; all pertinent documents are located 
in the File for Case No. 2014-000362ENVGPAPCAMAPDNXSHD, at.1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, 
San Francisco, California. 

This Commission has. reviewed the entire record of this proceeding, the Environmental Findings, 
attached to this Motion as Attachment A, regarding the alternatives, mitigation measures, environmental 
impacts analyzed in the FEIR and overriding considerations for approving the Project, and the proposed 
MMRP attai::hed as Attachment B, which material was made available to the public. 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby adopts findings under the California Environmental 
Quality Act, including rejecting alternatives ·as infeasible and adopting a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations; and adopts the MMRP attached as Attachment B, based on the findings attached to this 
Motion as Attachment A as though fully set forth in this Motion, and based on substantial evidence in the 
entire record of this proceeding. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning 
meeting of Match23, 2017. 

AYES: Richards, Fong; Johnson, Koppel, Moore 

NAYS: Nol\e 

ABSENT: Hillis, Melgar 

DATE: March 23, 2017 

ACTION: Adoption of CEQA Findings 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Californi.a Environmental Quality Act Findings 

PREAMBLE 

In determining to approve the project described in Section I, below, the ("Project"), the San Francisco 
Planning Commission (the ''Commission") makes and adopts the following findings of fact and decisions 
regarding the Project description and objectiv:es, significant impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, 
mitigation measures an:d alternatives, and a statement of overriding consideta:tions, based on substantial 
evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act, CaHfomia Public Resoll.rces Code Section 21000 et seq. (1'CEQA"), particularly Section 21081 and 
21081.5; the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et 
seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco 
Administrative Code ("chapter 31 "). The Commission adopts these findings in conjunction with the 
Approval Actions described in Section I( c), below, as required by CEQA, separate and apart from the 
Commission's certification of the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting 
these CEQA findings. 

These findings are organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the proposed project at 1500 Mission Street, the envitorunental review 
process for the Project, the City approval actions to be taken, and the location and custodian of the record, 

Section II lists the Project's less-than-significant impacts that do not require mitigation. 

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than­
significant levels through mitigation.cll\d describes the disposition of the mitigation measures. 

Section IV identifies significant project-specific o~ cumulative impacts that would not be eliminated or 
reduced to a less-than-significant level and describes any applicable mitigation measures as well as the 
disposition of the mitigation measures. The Final EIR identified mitigation measures to address these 
impacts, but implementation of the mitigation measures wiil ·not reduce the impacts to a less than 
signifiaant level. 

Sections ill and IV set forth findings as to the mitigation measures proposed in the Final EIR. (The Draft 
EIR and the Comments and Responses document together comprise the Final EIR, or "FEIR.") 
Attachment B to the Planning Commissfon Motion contains the Mitig;;i.tion Monitoring and Reporting 
Program ("MMRP"), which provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in the Final 
EnvJronmental Impact Report that is required to teduce a significant adverse'impact. 

Section V identifies the project alternatives that were analyzed in the EIR and dfscusses the reasons for 
their rejection. 

Section VI sets forth the Planning Commission's Statement of Overriding. Considerations pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15093. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The MMRP for the mitigation measures that have been proposed fo:r adoption is attached with these 
findings as Attachment B to this Motion. The MMRP .is required. by CEQA Section 21081.6 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091. Attachment B provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure listed in 
the FEIR that is required to reduce a significant adverse impact. Attachment B also specifies the agency 
responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring 
schedule. The full text of the mitigation measures is set forth in Attachment B. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Commission. The 
references set forth in these findings to certain pilges or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (''Draft .EIR" or "DEIR") or the Responses to Comments ("RTC'') documenti with together 
comprise the Firial EIR, are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the 
evidence relied upon for these findings. 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

A. Project Description 

The Project site consists of two parcels (Assessor's Block 3506, Lot 002 [1500 Mission Street] and Lot 003 
[1580 Mission Street]),l located on the north side of Mission Street between 11th Street to the east and 
South Van Ness Avenue to the west, within San Francisco's South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood. The 
Project sfte is located within the Dowrttown Area Plan and Market & Octavia Area Plan .and is located 
within the C-3-G (Downtown General Commercial) Use District, the Van. Ness & Market Downtown 
Residential Special Use District, and the 120/320-R-2, 85/250-R-2, and 85-X Height and Bulk Districts. 

The Project site totals 110,772 square feet (1.5 acres); and the lot Is generally flat. The site is a trapezoidal 
shape with approximately 472 feet of frontage along Mission Street, 301 feet of frontage along South. Van 
Ness Aven.µe, and 275 feet of frontage along 11th Street. The northern boundary of the site stretches for 
321 feet abutting an eight-story City office building that fronts onto South Van Ness Avenue, Market 
Street and 11 t1i Street (One South Van Ness Avenue). 

The Project site is currently occupied by two existing buildings used by Goodwill Industries: a two-story, 
approximately 30~foot-tall 29,000-square-foot building located a:t 1580 Mission Street that was constructed 
in 1997 and contains a Goodwill r.etail store on the ground level and offices above, and an approximately 
57,000-square-fo~t, approximately 28-fooMall (including an approximately 97-foot-tall clock tower), 
largely single-story warehouse building located at 1500 Mission Street that was used until June 2016 by 
Goodwill for processing donated items. The warehouse building at 1500 Mission Street has a basement 
parking garage with approximately 110 public parking spaces (some of which are valet), and accessed 
from an approximately·25-foot-wide curb cut on South Van Ness Avenue. 

The Project site. also contains approximately 25 surface parking spaces and six surface loading spaces, 
accessed from an approximately 46-foot-wide curb cut on Mission Street. The warehouse building, which 
features an approximately 97-foot-tall clock tower atop the Mission Street fa\;ade, was constructed in 1925 
for the White Motor Company and renovated in 1941 for use as a Coca-Cola bottling plant-a use that 
continued until the 1980s .. 1he building located at 1580 Mission Street is less than 45 years of age and is 
considered a "Category C" property-Not a Historical Resource. The warehouse building located at 1500 

1 Some records refer to the parcels as Lots 006 and 007. 
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Mission. Street has been determined individually eligible for the Ccilifornia Register of Historical 
Resources and is considered a "Category A" property - Known Historical Resource. 

The .Project proposes to demolish the existing 1580 Mission Street building, to retain and rehabilitate a 
portion of the ex,isting 1500 Mission Street buiiding, and to demolish the remaining portions on the 1500 
Mission building and construct a mixed-use development with two components: an approximately 
767,200~square-foot; 396-foot-tall .(416 feet to the top of the parapet) residential and retail/restaurant 
building at the comer of South Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street ("Retail/Residential Building"); and 
an approximately 567,300-square-foot; 227-foot-tall (257 feet to the top· of the parapet) office .and permit 
center building for the City and County of San Francisco (!'City'') on 11th Street between Market and 
Mission Streets ("Office Building") with a mid-rise podium extending west to South Van Ness Avenue. 
The proposed Project includes a proposed Zoning Map amendment and Planning Code text amendment 
to create the 1500 Mission Special Use District to supersede the Van Ness & Market Downtown 
Residential Special Use District' designation and a proposed ainendment to Planning Code Section 270 
associated with bulk limitations, allowing for an exceedance of the curtent Height and Bulk District 
limitations~ additional off-street parking, and office space above the fourth floor. 

The proposed Residential/Retail Buildi'ng will consist of a 39•stoty residential apartment tower containing 
a maximum of 550 dwellmg units over approXirnately 38,000 gross square feet of ground floor 
retail/restaurant space, and below grade parking for 300 vehicles and 247 bicycles. The proposed Office 
Building, will consist of a i6-story tower consisting of 464:,000 gross square feet of office space containing 
various City departments, a permit center and a childcare facility and below grade vehicle parking for 
120 vehicles and 306 bicydes. 

B. Project Objectives 

The City and County of San Francisco Real Estate Division has developed the following objectives for the 
proposed Office 13uilding aspect of the Project: 

~ Develop a new, seismically-sound, Class-A, LEED Gold City office building of enough size to 
accommodate several interdependent City departments currently housed in disparate buildings 
around the Civic Center, into a single building to foster interagency cooperation, and located in 
close proximity to mass transit. 

~ Allow for potential future physical connections to the existing City office building at Oi:le South Van 
Ness Avenue by developing a new City office building on an adjacent site. 

~ Provide large office floor plates on the lower levels of the building to accommodate the specific 
functional requirements of several essential services departments (San Francisco Public Works, 
Department of Buiiding Inspection, and the Planning Department), to allow for a one-stop permit 
center, to centralize permitting functions for enhanced customer service and streamlined operations 
on a single floor. 

~ Ensure enough parking spaces are provided to accommodate vehicles used by inspectors and other 
Cify personnel who make off-site field trips, as well as parking for members of the public visiting 
the permit center and other City offices. 

~ Construct shared conference, meeting, training, and boardroom facilities on the lower levels of the 
building for use by occupants of the office builping, other nearby City departments, and the public. 
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~ Provide and activate publicly-accessible open space areas, including a mid-block pedestrian 
connection,. with regular civic programming and other public events. 

~ Provide an early childcare facility primarily for use by City employees. 

Goodwill SF Urban Development, LLC has developed the following objectives for the proposed 
Retail/Residential Building aspect of the Project: 

~ Redevelop· a large underused site. at a prominent location in the downtown area that will serve as an 
iconic addition to the City's skyline and a gateway to the Civic Center and that. will include a range 
of residential unit types and neighborhood. serving retail uses. 

~ Build a substantial number of dwelling units on the site, including 20 percent to be affordable. to 
residents earning a maximum of 50 percent of the average median income, to contribute to the City's 
General Plan Housing Element goals, and the Association of Bay Area Governments' Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation for the City. 

~· Assist the City in fulfilling its objectives associated with the const:ructi,on of a new City office 
building and on~stop permit center on a portion of the site not developed with residential and retail 
uses and that can be subdivided as.a separate legal parcel and conveyed to the City. 

~ Create a mixed-use project generally consistent with the land use, housing, open space and other 
objectives and policies of the Market & Octavia Area Plan. 

~ Provide commercial retail space Of sufficient size to attract neighborhood-serving retail and personal 
servi~es that are not currently offered in the immediate vicinity for project residents, area residents, 
and the pubUc, such as one or more restaurants and a market, 

~ Retain portions of the former Coca-Cola Bottling Co. building, indudlng the original clock tower·and 
elements of the facades along Mission and 11th Streets that contribute to the Streamline Moderne 
character-defining features of the building. 

~ Develop a project that is economically feasible, able to attract equity and debt financing, and that 
will create a reasonable financial return to the project sponsor. 

C. Project Approvals 

The Project requires the following Board of Supervisors approvals: 

~ Zoning Map amendments to change the site's height and bulk district designations and to add the 
newly created 1500 Mission Special Use District, and General Plan amendments to amend Map 3 
(height districts) of the Market & Octavia Area Plan and Map 5 (height and bulk districts) of the 

_ Downtown Plan 

~· Planning Code amendments to create the 1500 Mission Special Use District, which would supersede 
the project site's current Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, to permit 
office uses on the ground floor and above the fourth floor and allow parking for the City's fleet 
vehicles, and to amend Section 270 regarding bulk limits by creating a new Subsection 270(g) 
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~ Ratification of the City's conditional agreement to purchase the office building component 

~ Approvals for construction within the public right-of-way (e.g., sidewalk Wind screens and benches) 
on Mission and 11th Street and South Van Ness Avenue 

The Project requires the following Planning Commission approvals: 

~ Certification of the Final EIR 

~ Zoning Map amendments to change the site's height and bulk district designations and to add the 
newly created 1500 Mission Special Use District, and General Plan amendments to amend Map 3 
(height districts) of the .Market & Octavia Area Plan and Map 5 (height and bulk districts) of the 
Downtown Plan (recommendation to the Board of Supervisors) 

~ Planning Code amendments to create the 1500 Mission Special Use District, which would supersede 
the project site's current Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, to permit 
office uses on the ground fl9or and above the foutth floor and allow parking for the City's fleet 
vehicles, and to am:ertd Section 270 regarding bulk limlts by creating a new Subsection 270(g) 
(recommendation to the Board of Supenrisors) 

~ Downtown Project Authorization (Planning Code Section 309), including exceptions to the 
requirement to eliminate existing and new exceedances of the pedestrian wind comfort criterion of 
Section 148,.and the requirement for off-street freight-loading spaces for the residential building of 
Section 152.1 (four spaces required, three proposed) 

· ~ Findings, upon the recommendation of the Recreation anci Park General Manager and/or 
Commission, that new shadow would not adversely affect public open spai::es under Recreation and 
Park Commissibn jurisdiction (Planning Code Section 295) 

Actions by Other City Departments and State Agencies 

~ Demolition, grading, building and occupancy permits (Department of Building Inspection) 

~ Approval of lot mt'!rger and subdivision applications; minor or major street encroachment permits 
for construction within the public right-of-way (e.g., wind canopy, sidewalk wind so-eens and 
benches) on Mission and 11th Street and on South Van Ness Avenue (San Francisco Public Works) 

~ Approval of placement of bicycle racks on the sidewalk and other sidewalk improvements;· approval 
of construction within the public right of way; approval of the on-street commercial (yellow zone) 
and passenger (white zone) loading spaces proposed on South Van Ness Avenue and on 11th Street 
(San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency) 

~ Approval of sewer connections, relocations and changes; approval of Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan; approval of post·construction stormwater design guidelines (San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission) 

~ Determination and recommendation to the Planning Commission that shadow would not adversely 
affect open spaces under Commission jurisdiction (San Francisco Recreation and Park Commission) 
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~ Approval of Enhanced Ventilation Proposal, as well as Dust Control Plan for construction-period 
activities (San Francisco Department of Public Health) 

~ Issuance of permits for installation and operation o.f emergency generator (Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District) 

D. Environmental Review 

The Project Sponsor submitted an Environmental Evaluation Application for the Project on October 14, 
2014. On May 13, 2015, the Department published a NC>tice of Preparation of Environmental Impact 
Report and. Notice of Public Scoping Meeting ("NOP"). Publication of the NOP initiated a 30-day public 
review and comment period that began on May 13, 2015 and ended on June 15, 2015. On June 2, 2015, the 
Department held a public scoping· meeting regarding the Project. 

On November 9, 20161 the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter 
"DEIR'f), including the Initial Study ("IS"), and provided public notice in a newspaper of general 
circulation of the availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the 
Planning Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of 
persons requesting such noticec 

Notices of availability of the DEIR and of the date and time of the public hearing were posted near the 
Project Site by the Project Sponsor on November 9, 2016. 

On Nove.mber 9, 2016, copies of the· DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons 
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, to adjacent property owners, and to 
government agencies, the latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse, 

Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse on 
November 9, 2016. 

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the DEIR on December 15, 2016, at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The period 
for commenting on the EIR ended on January 4, 2017. 

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received during the 45 day 
publk review period for the DEIR, prepared revjsions to the text of the. DEIR in response to comments 
re<::eived or based on additional information that became available during the public review period, and 
corrected clerical errors irt the DEIR. This material was presented in a Responses to Comments document, 
published on March 8, 2017, distributed to the Commission and all parties who commented on the DEIR, 
and made available to others upon request at the Department. 

A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments receive.cl during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, and the Responses to Comments document all as required 
by law. The IS is included as Appendix A to the DEIR and is incorporated by reference thereto. 

Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files are 
available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the record 
before the Commission. 
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On March 23, 20171 the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of 
said report and the procedures through which the FEIRwas prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply 
with the provisions of' CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. The FEIR was certified by the Commission on March 23, 2017 by adoption of its Motion No. [ ] . 

E. Content and Location of Record 

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the adoption of the proposed Project 
are based include the.following: · 

• The FEIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the FEIR, including the ISi 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided. by City staff to the 
Planning Commission relating to the FEIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the 
Project; and the alternatives set forth in the FEIR; 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning 
Commission by th:e environmental consultant an:d subconsultants who prepared the FEIR, or 
incorporated into reports presented to the Planning Commission; 

• All information (jnduding written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from other 
public agencies relating to the project or the FEIR; 

• All applications, letters, testimony, and presentations presented to the City by the Project 
Sponsor and its consultants in connection with fire Project; 

• · All information (including written evidence and testimony) pr~sented at any public hearing 
or wor~shop related to the Project and the EIR; 

• The MMRP; and; 

• All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21167.6(e). 

The public hearing transaipts and audio files, a copy of all letters regarding the FEIR received during the 
public review pedod, the administrative record, and background documentation for the FEIR are located 
at the Planning Deparfment, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco. The Planning Department, 
Jonas P. Ionin, is the custodian of these documents and materials. 

F. Findings about Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

The following Sections II, ill and IV set forth the Commission's findings about the FEIR's determinations 
regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address them. 
These findings proVide the written analysis and. conclusions of the Commission regarding the 
environmental impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures in~luded as part of the FEIR and 
adopted by the Commission as part of the Project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and pecause 
the Commission agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclilsioils in the FEIR, these findmgs will not 
repeat the analysis and conclusions in the FEIR but instead incorporate them by reference and rely upon 
them .as substantial evidence supporting these firidings. 
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In making these :findings, the Commission has considered the opinions of staff and experts, other 
agencies; .and members of the public. The Commission finds that (i) the determination of significance 
thresholds is a judgment decision within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; (ii) the 
significance thresholds used in the FEIR are supported by substantial evidence irt the record, including 
the expert opinion of the FEIR preparers and City staff; and. (iii) the significance thresholds used in the 
FEIR provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse 
environmental effects of the Project. Thus, although, as a legal matter, the Commission is not bound by 
the significance determinations in the FEIR (see Public Resources Code, Section 21082.2, subdivision (e)), 
the. Commission finds them persuasive and hereby adopts them as its own. 

These findings do rtot attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the 
FEIR. Instead, a: full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the 
FEIR, artd these findings hereby ihcorpo;rate by reference the disco.ssiort and analysis in the FEIR 
supporting the determinatfori regardirtg the project impact ancl niitigatfon rn.ea:sures designed to address 
those impacts. In making these findings, the Commission ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these 
findings the determinations and conclusions of the FEIR relating to environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 
expressly modified by these findings1 and relies upon them as substantial evidence supporting these 
findings. . 

As set forth below, the Commission adopts and incorporates the mitigation measures set forth in the 
FEIR, which 'are set forth in the attached MMRP, to reduce the significant ·and unavoidable impacts of the 
Project. The Commission intends to adopt the mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR. Accordingly, in 
the event a mitigation measure recommended in the FEIR has inadvertently been omitted in these 
findings or the MMRP, such mitigation. measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings 
below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in 
these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures. in the FEIR due to a clerical 
error, the language of the policies artd implementation measures as set forth in the FEIR shall control. 
The impatj numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the information 
contained in the FEIR. · 

In Sections II., IU and N below~ the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding to address each and every significant effect 
and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the m~ed for suc;h repetition because in no instance is 
the Commission rejecting the conclusions of the FEIR or the mitigation measures recommended in the 
FEIR for the Prqject. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning Commission. 
The references set forth in these findings to certain pages onections of the Em or responses to comments 
in the Final EIR are for ease of reference and are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of the evidence 
relied upon for these findings. 

II. LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS 

The FEIR finds that implementation of the Project would result in less-than~significant impacts o:r less­
than-significant impacts with mitigation in the following' enviro:turtental topic areas: Land Use and Land 
Use Planning, Population and Ijou11ing, Noise, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Recreation; Utilitie8 and 
Services Systems; Public Services, Biblogical Resources, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water 
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Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Mineral and Energy Resources, and Agriculture and Forest 
Resources. 

Note: Senate Bill (Sl3} 743 became effective on January 1, 2014. Among other things, SB 743 added§ 21099 
to the Public Resourc.es Code and eliminated the requirement to analyze aesthetics and parking impacts 
for certain urban infill projects under CEQA. The proposed Project meets the definition of a mixed-use 
residential project on an infill site within a transit priority area as specified ~y Public Resources Code § 
21099. Accordingly, the FEIR did not discuss the topic of Aesthetics, which are no longer considered in 
determining the signific;mce of the proposed Project's physic~} environmental effects under CEQA. The 
FEIR nonetheless provided visual simulations fol'. informational purposes. Similarly, the FEIR included a 
discussiOn of parking for informational purposes. This information, however, did not relate to the 
significance determinations in the FEIR.. · 

HI. FINDINGS OF SIGN~FICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR 'REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN· 
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND THE DISPOSITION OF THE MITIGATION 
MEASURES· 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 
identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible. The findings 
in this section concern 16 potential impacts and mitigation measures proposed in the IS and/or FEIR. 
These mitigation measures are included in the MMRP.A copy of the MMRP is included as Attachment B 
to the Planning Commission Motion adopting these findings. 

The Pr<;>ject Sponsor has agreed to implement the following mitigation measures to address the potential 
c;ultural re&ources, transportation anc.~ circulation, ail; quality, noise, geology and soils, and hazards and 
hazardous materials impacts identified in the IS and/or FEIR. As authorized by CEQA Section 21081 and 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, 15092, and 15093, .based on substantial evidence. in the whole record of 
this proceeding, the Planning Commissfon finds that, unless otherwise stated, the Project will be required 
to incorporate mitigation measures identified in the JS and/or FElR into the Project to mitigate or to avoid 
significant or potentially significant environmental impacti;. Except as otherwise noted, these mitigation 
measures will reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts described in the IS and/or Final EIR, and 
the Commission finds that these mifig<ltion measures are feasible to implement and ar.e within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of the City and County of San Francisco to implementor enforce. 

Additionally, the required mitigation measures are fully enforceable and are included as conditions of 
approval in the Planning Commission's Downtown Projed Authorization under Planning Code Section 
309 and also will be enforced through conditions of approval in any building permits issued for the 
Projecf by the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. With the required mitigation measures, 
these Project impacts would be avoided or reduced to a less-than-significant level. The Planning 
Commission finds that the mitigation measures presented irt the MMRP are feasible and shall be adopted 
as conditions of project approval. 

The following mitigation measures would be required to reduce 16 impacts identified in the Initial Study 
and/or FEIR to a less~than-significant level: 
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• ltnpact CR-4: The ptoposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archeologkal resource pursµant to Section 15064,S(f). With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-CR-4 (Archeological Testing Program), Impact CR-4 is rec;iuced to a less-than­
significant level. 

• Impact CR-5: The proposed Project could result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-5 
(Tribal Cultural Resources Interpretive Program), Impact CR-5 is reduced to a less-than­
significant level. 

• Impact CR-6: The proposed Project could disturb human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CR-6 (Inadvertent 
Discovery of Human Remains), Impa~t CR-6 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Impacts to Transportation and Circulation 

• Impact TR-3: The proposed Project could cause a substantial incr.e~e in delays or operating costs 
such that significant adverse impacts to local or regional transit service could occur. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3 (Avoidance of Conflicts Associated with On-Site 
toading Operations), Impact TR-3 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Impact TR-4: The proposed Project could create potential hazardous conditions for pedestrians, 
and otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR:.3 (Avoidance of Conflicts Associated with On-Site 
Loading Operations), Impact TR-4 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. · 

• Impact m ... s: The proposed Project could result:in: potentially hazardous condition·s for bicyclists, 
or otherwise substantia.Ily interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. With 
implenientation of Mitigation Measw:e M-TR-,3 (Avoidance of Cortflkts Associated with On-Site 
Loading Operations), Impact TR-5 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Impact TR-6: The proposed Project could create potentially hazardous conditions or significant 
delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians associated with loading activities. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-3 (Avoidance of Conflicts Associated With On-Site 
Loading Operations), Impact T&6 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Impact C-TR .. 5: The ptoposed Project, in combination with other past; present; and reasonably 
foreseeable future prpjects, could result in cumulative bicycle impacts. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M..:.TR-3 (Avoidance of Conflicts Associated with On-Site loading 
Operations}, Impact C-TR-5 is reduced to a less-than-significant levet 

Impacts to Air Qualify 

• Impact AQ-3: The proposed Project would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel 
particulate matter, exposing sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ~3a (Construction Air Quality) and Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-3b (Diesel Generator Specifications), Impact AQ-3 is reduced to a less-than-
significant level. · 

• Impact c ... AQ-2: The proposed Project could result in a considerable contribution to cumulative 
increases in short- and long-term exposures to toxic air contaminants. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3a (Construction Air Quality) and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-3b 
(Diesel Generator Specifications), Impact C-AQ,2 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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• Impact N0-2: The proposed Project could result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase 
in ambient. noise and vibration in the project vicinity above levels existing without the Project 
during construction. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 (Construction Related 
Noise Reduction), Impact N0-2 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Impact C-N0'"1! The proposed Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, could result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts 
related to construction noise. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-2 (Construction 
Relate!i Noise· Reduction), Iinpact C-N0-1 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Impacts to Geology and Soils 

• . Impact GE-6: The proposed Pt-0ject could directly· or indirectly destroy a uniqu.e paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-GE-6 
(Inadvertent Discovery of Paleontological Resources), Impact GE-6 is reduced to a less-than­
significant level. 

Impacts to Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impact HZ..2: The proposed. l'roject could create a signifkant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2 
(Hazardous Building Materials Abatement), Impact HZ-'2 is reduced to a less-than-significant 
.level. 

• Impact HZ-3: The proposed Project could emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or 
proposed sch_ool .. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2 (Hazardous Building 
Materials Abatement), Impact HZ-3 is reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Impact C-HZ-1: The prop.osed Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects, could result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts 
related to hazardous materials. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-2 (Hazardous 
Building Materials Abatentent),Impact C-HZ-1 is reduced to a foss-th;m--significant level. 

IV. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT· BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN~ 
SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

Based on. substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the Planning Commission finds 
that there are significant project-specific and cumulative impacts that would not be eliminated or reduced 
to an insignificant level by the mitigation measures listed in the MMRP. Tue FEIR identifies one 
significant and unavoidable impact on cultural resources, and one significant and unavoidable imp.act on 
transportation. and circulation. The FEIR also identifies that cumulative wind conditions would be 
altered in a manner that substantially affects the use of public areas in the vicinity and that cumulative 
shadow conditions on a park or open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Department 
would be substantially affected; however, the FEIR concludes that the .Project's contribution is not 
cumulatively considerable and therefore the Project's cumulative wind and shadow impacts are less than 
significant. 
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The Planning Commission furth~r fihds based on the arn;llysis contained within the FEIR, other 
considerations in the record, and. the .significance criteria identified in the FEIR, that feasible Illitigation 
measures are not available to reduce the significant Project hnpacts to less-than-significant levels, and 
thus those impacts remain significant and unavoidable. The Commission also finds that, although 
measures were considered in the FEIR that could reduce some significant impacts, certain measures, as 
described in this Sectio_n IV below, are infeasible for reasons set forth below, and therefore those impacts 
remain significant and unavoidable or potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Thus, the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the FEIR, are unavoidable. 
'But, as more fully explained in Section VI, below, under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and 
(b), and CEQA Guidelines 1509l(;i)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the Planning (:ommission finds that 
these impacts are acceptable for the legal, enviromrtental, economic, soci!ll, technological and other 
benefits of the Project. This finding is supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding. 

The FElR identifies the following impacts for whkh no feasible mitigation measures were identified that 
would reduce these impacts to a less than .significant level: 

Impacts to Cultural Resources - Impact Clt-2: 

The proposed Project would demolish most of the historic 1500 Missien Street building, which would 
cause a substantial adverse Change in the $ignifka:iJ,ce of a .historical resource, as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines Section '15064,5(b). No feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce this 
impact to a. leas· than significant level after consideration of several ·potential mitigation measures. The 
Project Sponsor has agreed to implement four mitigation measures, as.follows: · 

• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a (Documentation); 
• Mitigation Measure M--CR-2b (Historic Preservation Plan and Protective Measures); 
• Mitigation Measure M·CR·2C (VjdeoRecordationofthe Historic Resource); 
• Mitigation Measure M-CR-2d (Historic Resource Interpretation) 

The Com,mission finds that, for the reasons set forth in the FEIR, althou.gh implement~tioh of Mitigation 
Measures M-CR-2a, M-CR-2b, M-CR-2c and M·CR-2d would reduce the cultural resources impact of 
demolition of the 1500 Mission Street building, this impact would nevertheless remain significant and 
unavoidable. · 

Impacts to Transportation and Circulation - Impact C-TR-8 

The proposed Project, combined with pastJ present; and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 
contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. No 
feasible mitigation measures were identified that would reduce this impact to a less than significant level 
after consideration of several potential mitigation measures. The Project Sponsor has agreed to 
implement one mitigation measure, as follows: 

• Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-8 (Construction Coordination) 
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The Commission finds that, for. the reasons set forth in the FEIR, although implementation of Mitigation 
Measure M-C-TR-8 would reduce the ·cm;nulative transportation and circulation impact of the 
construction phase of the Project, this impact would nevertheless remain 1;ignificant and unavoidable. 

V. EVALUATION' OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

A. Alternatives Analyzed In the FEtR 

This section describes the alternatives analyzed in the froject FEIR and the n~asons for rejecting the 
alternatives as infeasible. CEQA marl.dates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of altematiyes to the 
Project: or the Project location that generally reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts of the Project, 
CEQA requires that every EIR also evaluate a "No Project" alternative. Alternative!) provide a basis of 
comparison to. the Project in terms of their significant impacts and their ability to meet project objectives. 
This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Project. 

The Planning Department considered a range of alternatives in Chapter IV of the FEIR. The FEIR 
analyzed the No Project Alternative, the Partial Preservation Alternative, the Full Preservation 
Alternative, and the All Residential Alternatiye. Each alternative is discussed and analyzed in these 
findings, in addition to being analyzed in Chapt~r IV of the FEIR. The Planning Commission certifies that 
it ha,s irtdepend~tly reviewed and considered the information on the alternatives provided in the FEIR 
and in the ;i:ecord. The FEIR reflects the Planning Commission's and the City's independent judgment as 
to the alternatives. The Planning Commission finds that the Project provides the best balance between, 
satisfaction of Project objectives and mitigation of enviromnent;:il impacts to the extent feasible, as 
described and analyzed in the FEIR. . 

B. Reasons for Approving the Project 

Retail/Residential Buildjng Component 

~ To redevelop a large underused site at a prominent location in the do'Wntown area that will serve as 
an iconic addition to the City's skyline and a gateway to the Civic Center and that will include a 
range of residential unit types and neighborhood serV:ing retail uses. 

~· To assist the City with the construction of a new City office building and one-stop permit center on a 
portion of. the site not developed with residential and retail uses and that can be subdivided as a 
separate legal parcel and conveyed to the City. 

~ To build a substantial number of residential dwelXing units on the site to contribute to the City's 
General Plan Housing Element goals and ABAG's Regional Housing Needs Allocation for the City 
and County of San Francisco. 

~ To create a mixed-use project generally consistent with the land use, housin& open space and other 
objectives and policies of the Market & Octavia Area Plan. 
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~ To provide .commercial retail space of sufficient size to attract neighborhood-serving retail and 
personal services that are not currently offered .in the immediate vicinity for project residents, area 
residents, and the public, such as one or more restaurants and a market. 

~ To retain portions bf the former Coca-Cola Bottling Co. building, including the o:riginal clock tower 
and elements of the facades along Mission and 11th Streets that contribute to the Streamline 
Moderne character-defining features of the building. 

City Office Building Component 

~ to develop a new, seismically~sound, Class~A, LEED Gold City office building of enough size to 
aq::ommodate several interdependent City departments currently housed in disparate buildings 
around the Civic Center, into a single building to foster interagency cooperation, and located in 
close proximity to mass transit. 

~ To allow for a one-stop permit center to centralize permitting £unctions for enhanced customer 
service and streamlined operations on a single floor. 

~ To construct shared conference; meeting, training, and boardroom facilities on the lower levels of the 
. building for use by occupants of the office building, other nearby City departments, and the public. . 

> To provide and activate publicly-accessible open space areas, including a mid-block pedestrian 
connection, with regular civic programming ·~n:d other public events, 

> To provide an early childcare. facility primarily for use by City employees. 

C. Evaluation of Project Alternatives 

CEQA provides thaJ alte.rnatives analyzed in an EIR may be rejected if "specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other qmsideratibns, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible ... the project alternatives identified in: the EIR." (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15091(a)(3).) The Commission haS reviewed each of the alternatives to the Project as described in the 
FEIR that wot,tld reduce or avoid the impacts of the Project and finds that there is subst:mtial evidence of 
specific economic, lega:I, social, technological and other con13iderations that make these Alternatives 
infeasible, for the reasons.set forth below. 

In making these determinations, the Planning Commission is aware that CEQA defines "feasibility" to 
mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors." The Commission is also 
aware that under CEQA case iaw the concept of 1'£easibility" encompasses (i) the question of whether a 
particular alternative promotes the. underlying goals and objectives of a project, and (ii) the question of 
whether an alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent that dei>irabHity is based on a 
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors. 

Three alternatives were considered as part of the FEIR's overall alternat~ves analysis, but ultimately 
rejected from detailed analysis. Those alternatives are as follows: 
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• Off-site Alternative. This alternative was rejected because the Project sponsor does not have 
control of another site that would be of sufficient size to develop a mixed-use project with the 
intensities and mix of uses that would be necessary to achieve most.of the basic f'i::oject objectives. 

• Code Compliant Alternative. An alternative that would consider project development of the site 
coil;\pliant with the site's existing Height and Bulk districts was not considered for further 
analysis because existing zoning would not meet most 0£ the basic project objectives, nor would it 
address sevei::al other City policy objectivesi nor would it comply with the Planning Code. 

• Phased Construction Altern,ative. An alternative that would stagger, the construction of this 
project as well as the construction of cumulative pi::ojects within the cumulative environment 
(025 mile) was rejected as such a requirement would be infeasible; 

The following a:lternati'li'es were fully considered and compared in the FEIR~ 

1. No Project Alternative 

Under the No :Project Alternative, the Project Site would foreseeably remain in its existing condition, The 
buildings on the project site would not be altered, and the proposed l,3~,500 combined square feet of 
residential, office, retail, open space, and supporting uses would not be constructed. While Goodwill 
In.dustries would no longer use the site, the site could be occupied with similar uses of office, retail and 
warehouse 1.ises. The two-story, 19,000-square-foot building located at 1580 Mission Street would remain 
as retail uses oil the gro\:lhd.levelwith offi<)es above; and, the approximately 57~000-square-foot, largely 
sihgle-story building at 1500 Mission Street would continue to be used as a warehouse. Building heights 
on the site would not be increased and public parking would also remain unaltered. 

This alternative would not preclude development of another project on the project site should such a 
proposal be put forth by the proj.ect sponsor or another entity. However, it would be speculative to set 
forth such an alternative project at this time. 

The Planning Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible because it would fail to meet the 
Project Objectives and the City's policy objectives for the following reasons: 

1) The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project Sponsor's or City's objectives; 

2) The No Project Alternative would be inconsistent with key goals of the General Plan with respect 
to housing production. With no new housing created here and no construction, the No Project 
Alternative would not increase the City's housing stock of both market rate and affordable 
.housing,. would not create new job opportunities for construction workers, and would not 
expand the City's property tax base, 

3) The No Project Alternative would leave the Project Site physically unchanged, and thus would 
not achieve any of the objectives regarding the redevelopment of a large underutilized site 
(primarily consisting of obsolete warehouses and a surface parking lot), creation of a mixed-use 
project that provides a substantial number of new residential dwelling urtits and affordable 
housing, and creation of a City office building in immediate proximity to mass transit and 
existing City offices and services in the Civic Center. 
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For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the No Project Alternative as infeasible. 

2. Partial Preservation Alternative 

The Partial .Preservation Alternative would develop a similar program to that of the proposed Project, but 
would retain the entirety of both the Mission Street and 11th Street fa~ades of the 1500 Mission Street 
building as part of the office space developrtlent, The approximately 42,000 square foot permit center 
would be housed within the ground floor of the existing building. The Partial Preservation Alternative 
would maintain most of the exterior character-defining feature~ of the existing building. · 

The Partial Preservation Alternative would provide ·a residential and retail/restaurant component on a 
reduced footprint; as compared to the proposed project, and the 1500 Mission Street building would be 
retained alOng the entire length of its Mission and 11th Street facades. The residential tower would 
remain at the same location as under the proposed project, at the corner of Mission Street and South Van 
Ness Avenue; but the 10-story podium would not extend as far to the east of the 39-story tower as under 
the proposed project. This alternative would include approxhrtately 511,500 square feet of residential 
space for 468 residential units, 82 units (15 percent) fewer than with the proposed project, and would 
provide approximately 35,900 square feet of retail/restaurant space (nearly 9,700 square feet of which 
would be restaurant), approximately 2,100 square feet (six percent) less than with the project. For the 
office tower, a new second story, set back approximately 38 feet from the Mission Street fa~de, would be 
added directly behind the clock tower of the 1500 Mission Street building. 

The office tower WOlJ.ld then step up to seven stories behind the portion of the existing building that 
would. be retained, a.ta distance of approximately 110 feet from the Mission Street fa~ade (90 feet from the 
r.ear elevation of the clock tower); and then up to 16 stories at the rear of the building. The new tower 
wouJd be setback approximately 29 feet from the existing 11th Street fa~ade. As with the proposed 
project, this alternative would also provide an approximately 4,400-square-foot childcare facillty. This 
alternative Woilld provide approximately 455,600 square feet of office space, or 5,800 square feet 
(one percent) more than with the. project, including the permit center within the retained 1500 Mission 
Street building. Access to below-grade parking, which would contain 332 parking spaces (21 percent 
fewer parking spaces than the proposed project), would be provided via two ramps accessible from 11th 
Street-one for the office and permit center component at the northeast corner of the project site and one 
for the residential and retail/restaurant component located four bays south of the office and permit center 
ramp. 

This alternative would reduce but not eliminate the significant and unavoidable impacts on historical 
resources and transportation and circulation. Additionally, this alternative meets many but not all of the 
Project Sponsor's and City's objectives. Specifically, while this alternative provides the a,bility to 
redevelop the underutilized site, it reduces the number of residential units by 16% and the 
retail/restaurant space by 6%. 

The Planning Commission rejects the Partial Preservation Alternative as infeasible because it would not 
eliminate any of the significant unavoidable individual impacts of the proposed Project and it would not 
meet the Project Objectives or City policy objectives for reasons including, but. not limited to, the 
following: 

1) The Partial Preservation Alternative would limit the Project to 468 dwelling units; whereas the 
proposed Project would provide up to 550 units to the City's housing stock and maximize the 
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creation of new residential units. The City's impor.tant policy objective as expressed in Policy 
1.1 of the Housing Element of the General Plan is to ·increase the housing stock whenever 
possible to address a shortage. of housing in the· City. 

2) The Partial .Preservation Alternative would also limit the Proj~ to 94 total affotdq.ble units; 
whereas the proposed :Project would provjde up to 110 affordable units to the City's stod< of 
affordable housing and ccintribute to the City s Inclusionary Housing Program. The City's 
important policy objective as expressed in Policy 1.1 of the Housing Element of the General 
Plan is to increase the affordable housing stock whenever possible to address a shortage of 
housing in the City. 

3) The Partial Preservation Alternative would create a project that would not fully utilize this site 
for housing production, thereby not fully satisfying General Plan policies sucl.i as Housing · 
Element Policies 1.1 and 1.4, among others. The alternative would not further the City's 
housing policies to create more housing, partic;:Ularly affordaqle hovsing opportunities as well 
as the proposed Ptoje<:t does, and would not remove all significant unavailable impacts. 

4) Construction of the Partial Preservation Alternative would be more complicated, less efficient 
and more expensive to construct than. the Proposed Project for the following reasons: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• The Partial Preservation Alternative results in a significantly lower housing unit count due 
to the reduced residential footprint. 

• The reduced residential footprint also creates much less efficient residential floor plates, as 
the highly efficit;?nt Mission Street .Podium wing would be removed from the residential 
tower but the. building core must stay the same. 

• In orde:t to preserve a. latger portion of the 1500 Mission building, the foundation 
underneath the building would need to be rebuilt and reinforced in orde~ to partially 
support the adjoining towers, and it would be expensive to undertake this work while the 
existing building remains intact, 

• In order to retain the warehouse portion of the 1500 Mission Street buJiding while also 
providing for vehicular access to both the office and residential subterranean garages, the 
existing facades, superstructure (columns and trusses) and roof would need to be 
reinforced and new vehicular access ramps from 11th Street would have to be constructed 
through and under the 11th Street fa~ade, rather than .built as part of new construction as 
contemplated in the Proposed Project. 

• In order to achieve sufficient residential parking spaces, an easement would need to be 
granted from the Office Building to the Residential Building to allow a portion of the 
residential parking to be. located .in the existing basement of ·the 1500 Mission Street 
building. In order to connect the two basements, a tunnel would need to be created and 
mechanical slackers would need to be added to provide necessary parking thereby 
increasing the construction costs. In addition, deeper excavation would be needed to 
accommodate these mechanical stackers. 

• Despite the reduction of residential square footage, there is relatively little reduction in 
general c;ontrador's staff or general requirements given the scale and complexity of 
development. 

• Despite the reduction of residential square footage, the costs for vertical circulation (stairs, 
elevators) remain nearly the same. 
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• Residential building fa~ade surface area does not decrease proportionally to the decrease in 
residential square footage, which .creates a relatively higher fo;ade cost per residential unit. 

• Despite the reduction of residential square footage; all large MEP equipment would remain 
nearly the same as the Proposed Project. 

5) The residential/retail C01Jlponent of the Partial Preservation Alternative is economically 
infeasible. Large development projects are capital-intensive and depend on obtaining :financing 
from equity investors to cover a significant portion of the project's costs, obtain a construction 
loan for the bulk of construction costs, and provide significant costs out-of-pocket. Equity 
investors require a certain profit margin to finance development projects and must achieve 
established targe.ts for their internal rate of return and return multiple on the investment. 
Becm . .lse the Partial Preservation Alternative would result irt a project that is significantly 
smaller than the Project; and contains 92 fewer residential units, the total potential for 
generating revenue is lower while the construction cost per square foot is higher due to lower 
economies of stale and the impact of fixed project costs associated with development. The 
reduced unit <:ount would not generate a sufficient economic return to obtain financing and 
allow development of the proposed Project and ther.efore would ·not be built. 

Seifel Consulting, Inc., a qualified real estate economics firm, prepared on behalf of the Project 
sponsor a memorandum entitled "Financial Feasibility Analysis of 1500 Mission Street Project'', 
which is included in the record and is incorporated herein by reference. Given the significant 
fixed development .costs (such as property acquisition and site improvement costs), the lower 
number of units in the Partial Preservation Alternative negatively impacts its financial viability; 
as there are fewer units over which these fixed development costs can be spread in comparison 
to the Project. 'The memorandum concludes that the Partial Preservation Alternative is not 
financially feasible because the development costs for the Partial Preservation Alternative 
significantly exceed potential revenues, resulting in a negative developer margin or return. 

Specifieally, implementation of the Partial Preservation Alternative for apl'U'tment development 
would res.ult in total devek>pment costs of $344,224,000 million and result in a total value of 
$341,551,000 million, resulting in negative $2,673,QOO net developer margin or return. In 
adrotion, the Reduced Density Alternative does not meet either of the return threslwlds as 
measured by Yield On Cost or Return on Cost. Similarly, implementation of the Partial 
Pr.eservation Alternative as a condominium development rather t,han a rental project would 
also result in .a negative net developer margin 011 teturn ($55,466,000 million) and would fail to 
meet either of the return thresholds. 

The Planning Pepa:i:tment engaged Strategic Economics, a qualified real estate economics firm, 
to independently review the Seifel Consulting analysis of the financial feasibility of the 
residential/retail component of the Partial Preservation Alternatives on behalf of the City. 
Strategic Economics produced a memorandum entitled "Peer Review of 1500 Mission Pro 
Forma," which is included :in the record and ls incorporated herein by reference. Strategic 
Economics verified that the methodology and assumptions used by Seifel Consulting were 
reasonable and verified the conclusion of the Seifel Consulting analysis that the 
residential/retail component of the Partial Preservation Alternative is financially infeasible. 

6) The office component of the Partial Preservation Alternative. is also economically infeasible. 
The City's Real Estate Division prepared an analysis of the Partial Preservation Alternative's 
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ability to meet the City's progtammatic objectives, policies, requirements and finandal 
feasibility, which is included in the record and is incorporated her¢in by reference. In 
December 2014, the City's Board of Supervisors approved a conditiottal Purchase and Sale 
Agreement ("PSA"), which contains an Approved Project Budget of $326.7 million. The Partial 
Preservation Alternative would .increase the Approved Project Budget by $47 million, whereas 
the proposed Project would be developed at or below the Approved Project Budget. This 
render$ the .Partial Preservation Alternative econm;nically infeasible for the City, given the 
City's other fiscal needs. Additionally, the Partial Preservation Alternative is infeasible in its 
failme to meet the City'S. objectives for the development Project as well as the proposed Project 
does. In particular, the Partial Preservation Alternative makes achieving the City's seismic and 
environmental policy goals more difficult and expensive by requiring retention of larger 

· portions of existing buildings that are outdated, inefficient and environmentally unsound. rhe 
Partial Preservation Alternative also would significantly reduce available parking for City fleet 
vehicles and 'Visitors to the permit center. 

7) · The Partial Preservation Alternative would create a project with fewer housing units .in an area 
well-served by transit, services and shopping and adjacent to employment opportunities which 
would then push demand for residential devekipmentto other sites in the City or the Bay Area. 
This would result in the Partial Preservation Alternative not meeting, to the same degree as the 
Project, the Citis Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions or CEQA and the Bay Area ;Air 
Quality Management District's ("BAAQMD'') requirements for a GHG reductions, by not 
maximizing housing development in an area with abundant local and region-serving transit 
options. 

For the foregoing reasons,. the Planning Commission rejects the Reduced Oensity Alternative as 
infeasible. 

3~ Full Preservation Alternative 

The Full Preservation Alternative would be similar to the Partial Preservation Alternative; however, the 
office tower would be set back approximately 59 feet from the 11th Street fa~ade of the 1500 Mission 
Stre.et building, or more than twice the setback of the Partial Preservation Alternative. Also, in addition to 
preserving exterior features of the existing 1500 Mission Street building, this alternative would retain a 
substantial portion of the industrial warehouse section of the building, including wire glass skylights, 
exposed steel truss work/structural framing, unfinished concrete floor, and full-height interior space that 
would remain intact as part of the first floor permit center within the office building. The Full 
Preservation Alternative would retain the Mission and 11th Street facades of the existing 1500 Mission 
Street building in their entirety, and a new office tower would be constructed at the rear northwest comer 
of the existing building .. All of the character-defining features on these two facades, and for the majority 
of the building, would be retained. 

The Full Preservation Alternative would provide a residential and retail/restaurant component on a 
reduced footprint as compared to the proposed project (the same as with the Partial Preservation 
Alternative). Like the Partial Preservation Alternative, the Full Preservation Alternative would provide 
approximately 35,900 square. feet of retail/restaurant space and 511,500 square feet of residential space 
tha:t would accommodate 468 units. Under this a]ternative1 an office tower would. be set back 
approximately 59 feet from the 11th Street facade, or just over twice the setbacl<. in the Partial Preservation 
Alternative. Unlike the Partial Preservation Alternative, there would be no second floor addition behind 
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the clock tower, so the setback of· the office tower would be approximately 111 feet from the 'Mission 
Street elevation (about90 feet from the rear elevation of the clock tower). 

The office tower, at the northeast comer of the building, would step up to 9 stories (compared to seven 
stories with the Partial Preservation Alternative), and then up to 16 stories at the rear of the building, 
beginning about l80 feet back from the Mission Street fa~ade. This aiternative _would provide 
approximately 452,400 square feet of office space, 2,600 square feet (0.6 percent) more than with the 
proposed project, including the permit center within the retained portion of the 1500 Mission Street 
building, but no childcare facility due to the lack of available space for required childcare open spaces. As 
with the Partial Preservation Alternative, access to below-grade parking,. which would contain 142 
parking spaces (66 percent fewer parking spaces than the proposed project), would be provided via two 
ramps. accessible from 11th Street, one for the office and permit center component at the northeast comer 
of the project site and orte for the residential and retail/restaurant component located four bays south of 
the office· and. permit center ramp. This alternative would. have one basement level of parking compared 
to the Partial Preservation Alternative, which would have two below-grade levels of parking. 

The Planhing Con'lmissfon rejects the Full Preservation Alternative as infeasible because it would not 
eliminate all of the significant 'unavoidable. individual impacts of the proposed Project and it would not 
meet the Project Objectives or City policy objectives for reasons including, but not limited to, the 
following: 

1) The Full Preservation Alternative would limit the Project to 468 dwelling units; whereas the 
proposed Project would provide 550 units to the .City's housing stock. The City's important 
policy objective as expressed in Policy 1.1 of the Housing Element of the General Plan is to 
increase the housing stock whenever possible to address a shortage of housing in the City. 

2) The Full Preservation Alternative would also limit the Project to 94 total affordable units; 
whereas the proposed Project would ptovide up to 110 affordable units to the City's stock of 
affordable housing and contribute to the City's Inclusionary Housing Program. The City's 
important policy objective as expressed in Policy 1.1 of the Housing Element of the General 
Plan is to increase the affordable housing stock whenever possible to address a shortage of 
housing in the City, · 

3) The FuJl Pr¢setvation Alternative would create a project that would not fully utilize th.ls site for 
housing production, thereby not fully satisfying General Plan policies such as Housing Element 
Policies 1.1 and 1.4, among others. The alte.i;native would not create a project that is consistent 
with and enhances the existing scale and urban design character of the area: or furthers the 
City's .housing policies to create more housing, particularly affordable housing opportunities, 
and would not remove all significant unavailable impacts. 

4) Construction of the Full Preservation Alternative would be more complicated, less efficient and 
more expensive to construct than. the .Proposed Project for the following reasons: 

• The Full Preservation Alternative results in a significantly lower housing unit count due to 
the reduced residential footprint. 

" The reduced residential footprint also creates much less efficient residential floor plates, as 
the highly efficient Mission Street podium wing would be removed from the residential 
tower but the building core must stay the same. 
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• ln order to preserve a larger portion of the 1500 Mission building, the foundation 
underneath the building would need to be rebuilt and reinforced in or~er to partially 
support-the adjoining towers, and it would be expensive to undertake this work while the 
existing building remains intact. 

• In order to retain the warehouse portion of thi:: 1500 Mission Street building while also 
providing for vehicular access to both the office and residential subterranean garages, the 
existing facades, superstructure (columns and trusses) and roof would need to be 
reinforced and new vehicular access ramps from 11th Street. would have to be constructed 
through and under the 11th Street fa~ade, rather than built as part of new construction as 
contemplated in the Proposed Project. 

• In order to achieve. sufficiertt residential parking spaces, an easement would need to be 
granted from the Office Building to the Residential Building to allow a portion of the 
residential parking to be located in the existing basement of the 1500 Mission Street 
building. In order to connect the two basements, a tunnel would need to be created and 
mechamcal stackers would need to be added to provide necessary pai;king thereby 
increasing the construction costs. In addition, deeper excavation would be needed to 
accommodate these rrte&anical stackers. 

• Desp~te the reduction of residential square footage, there is relatively little reduction in 
general contractor's staff oi' general requirements given the scale and complexity of 
development. 

• Despite the reduction of residential square footage, the costs for vertical circulation (stairs, 
elevators) remain nearly the same. 

• Residential building fa~de surface area does not decrease proportionally to the decrease in 
residential square footage, which creates a relatively higher fa~ade cost per residential unit. 

• Despite the reduction of residential square footage, all large MEP equipment would remain 
nearly :the same as the Proposed Project. 

• In order to preserve most of the warehouse component of the 1500 Mission buildirtg, the 
entire foi.lndation underneath the building would need to be underpinned, increasing the 
most expensive component of the temporary shoring system. 

• To achieve the parking counts f~i' the Residential Building, a larger easement from the 
Office Building would need to be grartted and a greater perimeter of the 1500 Mission 
Street building would need to be underpinned, contributing to an overall greater cost per 
parking spot. 

5) The residential/retail component of the Full Preservation Alternative is economically infeasible. 

SAN FRANClSCO 

Large development projects are capital-intensive and depend on obtaining financing from 
equity investors to cover a significant portion of the Project's costs, obtam a construction loan 
for the bulk of construction costs, and provide significant costs out~of-'pocket. Equity investors 
require a ·certain profit margin to finance development projects and must achieve established 
targets for their internal rate of retum and retum multiple on the investment. Because the Full 
Preservation Alternative would result in a project that is significantly smaller than the Project, 
and contains 92 fewer residential units, the total potential for generating revenue is lower while 
the construction cost per square foot is higher due to lower economies of scale and the impact 
of fu:ed project costs associated with development. The reduced unit count would not generate 
a sufficient economic return to obtain financing and allow development of the proposed Project 
and therefore would not be built. 
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Seifel Consulting, Inc., a qualified real estate economics furn, ptepared on behalf of the Project 
sponsor a memoranc;lum entitled "Financial Feasibility Analysis of 1500 Mission Street Project'', 
which is included in the record and is incorporated herein by reference. Given the significant 
fixed development costs (sucll a:s property acquisition and site improvement costs), the lower 
number of units in the Partial Preservation Alternative negatively impacts its financial viability, 
as there are fewer units over which these fixE:d developmeht costs can be spread in comparison 
to the Project. The memorandum concludes that th!? Partial Preservation Alternative is not 
financia1iy feasible because the development costs for the Partial Preservation Alternative 
significantly exceed potential revenues; resulting in a. negative developer margin or return, 

Specifically, implementation of the Full Preservation Alternative for apartment development 
would result in total development costs of $337;631,000 million and .result in a total value of 
$329,048,000; negative ($8;5$3,000) million net developer margin or return. In addition, the 
Reduced Density Alternative does not meet either of the return thresholds as measured by 
Yit?ld On Coi:;t or Return on Cost. Similarly, implementation of the Full Preservation 
Alternative as a conc;lominium development rather than a rental project would also result in a 
negative net i:f eveloper ,margin or return ($55,602,000 million) and would fail to meet eith!Olt of 
the return thresholds. 

The Planning Department engaged Strategic Economics, a qualified real estate economics firm, 
to independently review the Seifel Consulting analysis of the financial feasibility of the 
residential/retail component of the Partial Preservation Alternatives on behalf of the City. 
Strategic Economics produced a memorandum entitled "Peer Review of 1500 Mission Pro 
Forma," which is included in the record and is incorporated herein by reference. Strategic 
Economics verified that· the methodology and assumptions used by Seife1 Consulting were 
reasonable and verified the conclusion of the · Seifel Consulting analysis that the 
residential/retail component of the Partial Preservation Alternative is financially infeasible. 

6) The. office component of the Full Preservation Alternative is also economically infeasible. The 
City's Real Estate Division prepated an analysis of the Full Preservation Alternative's ability to 
meet the City's programmatic objectives, policies, requirements and financial feasibility, whieh 
iS included irt the record and is incorporated herein by reference. 1n December 2014, the City's 
Board of Supervisors approved a conditional Purchase and Sale Agreement ("PSA"), which 
conta1ns an Approved Project Budget of $326.7 million. The Full Preservation Altemative 
would increase the Approved Project Budget by $49 m:illion, whereas the proposed Project 
would ·be developed at or below the Approved Project Budget. This renders the Full 
Preservation Alternative economically infeasible for the. City, given the City's other fiscal 
needs. Additionally, the Full Preservation: Alternative i:s infeasible in its failure· to meet the 
City's objectives for the development Project as well as the proposed Project does. In 
particular, the Full Preservation Alternative makes achieving the City's seismic and 
environmental policy goals more diffictilt and expensive by requiring retention of larger 
portions of existing puildings that are outdated, inefficient and environmentally unsound. The 
Full Preservation Alternative also would significantly reduc;:e available parking for Cjty fleet 
vehicles and visitors to the permit center and eliminate the on~site childcare facility proposed 
by the Project. 

7) The Full Preservation Alternative would create a project with fewer housing units .in an area 
well~served by transit, services and i:;hopping and adjacent to employn:i.ent opportunities which 
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would then push demand for :residential development to other sites in the City or the Bay Area. 
This would result in the Full Preservation Alternative not meeting, to the same degree as the 
Project, the City's S~rategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions or CEQA and the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District's ("BAAQMD") requirements· for a GHG reductions, by not 
maximizing housing development in ~ area with abundant local and region-serv'ing transit 
options. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Planning Commission rejects the Full Preservation Alternative as · 
infeasible. 

4. All Residential Alternative 

The All Residential Alternative would provide residential and retail uses in two proposed towers in 
approximately the same location as the towers in the proposed project. At complete buildout;, Tower 1, 
located along South Van Ness and Mission Street would be 39 stories, consistent with the proposed 
project tower at this location, and Tower 2, located on 11th Street between Market and Missfon Streets 
. would be 30 stories, or 14 stories taller than the proposed project. 

Tower 1 would provide 570 r1;isidential units in approximately 642,900 square feet, .and approximately 
38,400 square feet of retail space, as well as 298 below-grade parking spaces. Tower 2 worild provide 406 
residential units in approximately 395,500 square feet, along with 12p00 square feet of retail space, and 
203 below-grade vehicle. parking spaces. Under thi~ alternative, Tower 1 would provide 570 units, 10 
more than the proposed project, and Tower 2 would be entirely devoted to residential housing, providing 
406 units with the additional square footage~ In addition, 38,400 square feet of retail and restaurant uses. 
would be provided in Tower 1, with an additional 12;700 square feet of similar uses in Tower. 2. 

Apart from modified building heights, this alternative would use the same. buildout scope and design of 
the proposed project, and would provide approximately 416 more residential units for a total of 976 units, 
20 percent of which would be affordable ttnits. Under the All Residential Alternative,. the project would 
provide no office or permit center. Like the Full Preservation Alternative, this alternative would also not 
provide a childcare facility. Access to below-grade parking, which wo.uld contain 501 parking spaces (19 
per<;:ent greater parking spaces than the proposed project), would be available from two locations off of 
11th Street. 

The· Planning Commission rejects the All Residential Alternative as infeasible because it wpuld not 
eliminate any of the signiJlcant unavoidable i.ndiVidtial impacts of the proposed Project and it would 
completely fail to meet any of the City's objectives for the construction of a new, one-stop permit center 
and City office building. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Planning CommissiOn rejects the All Residential Alternative as infeasible. 

Vt STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Planning Commission finds that, notwithstanding the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures, 
impacts related to Cultural and Historic Resoui:ces, and Transportation and Circulation, will remain 
significant and unavoidable. Pursuant to CEQA section 21081 and Cf:QA Guideline Section 15093, the 
Planning Commission hereby finds, after consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, 
that each of the specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project 
as set forth below independently and collectively outweighs these significant and unavoidable impacts 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING PEPAR'T"1/IENT 27 



Motion No. 19884 
March 23, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-000362miYGPAPCAMAPDNXSHD 
1500 Mission Street 

and is an overriding. consideration warranting approval of the Project. Any one df the reasons for 
approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval .of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude 
that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Commission will stand by its 
determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various 
benefits can be found in the preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this Section, 
and. in. the documents found :In the record, as defined in Section L 

On_ the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence m the whole record of this proceeding, 
the Plannillg Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project to support 
approval of the Projectin spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore·makes this Statement 
of Overriding Co~iderations. The Commission further finds that,. as part of the process of obtaining 
Project approval, significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been 
eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. All mitigafion measures proposed. in the FEIR/IS and 
MMRP are adopted as part of the Approval Actions described in Section I, above. 

Furthermore, the Commission has.determined that any remaining sign1ficant effects on the environment 
found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technological, 
legal, social and other considerations. 

The Projectwill have the following benefits: 

1. The Project would add up to 550 dwelling units to the City's housing stock on a currently 
underutilized site. The Qty' s important policy objective as expressed in Policy 1.1 of the 
Housing Element of the General Plan is to increase the housing stock whenever possible to 
address a shortage of housing in the City. 

2. The Project wo:Uld increase the stock of permanently affordable housing by creating 
approximately 110units affordable t9 low-income households on-site. 

3. The Project would provide a new City office building able to accommodate several 
interdependent City departments currently housed in disparate buildings around the Civic 
Center, as well as common training and conference faciUties with the benefit of fostering 
interagency cooperation. Specifically, these at~grade conference and training facilities will 
activate the adjacent mid-block alley and facilitate use by occupants of the office buiiding, 
other nearby City departments and the public, including public access into this area of the 
building after normal business hours. 

4. The Project will provide a one-stop permit center to centralize permitting functions for 
enhanced customer service and streamlined operations. There are no other sites within the 
Civic Center area that offer the combination of geographic and functional benefits to the 
City that this particular site does. In particular, the Project Site is immediately adjacent to 
One South Van Ness, which houses an existing City office building, and can accommodate 
a physical connection to that building. 

5.. The City office building is· fiscally prudent and will have a positive net present value over 
the next thirty years. In addition to lower operating expenses compared to current City 
office space or other alternatives (including the purehase of existing office space or other 
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newly constructed office space), the proposed City office building will also be more 
efficient and environmentally sustainable. 

6. The Project promotes a number of G~eral Plan Objectives and Policies, including Housing 
Element Policy 1.li which provides that "Future housing policy and planning efforts must 
take into account the diverse needs for housing;" and Policies 11~1, 11.3 and 11.6, which 
"Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San Francisco's Neighborhoods." 
San Francisco's housing poUcies and programs should provide strategies that promote 
hou~ing at each income level, and furthermore identify sub-groups,. such as middle income 
and extremely low i.rtcome households that require specific housing policy. In addition to 
planning for affordability, the City should plan for housing that serves a: variety of 
household typ¢s· and sizes." The Project Will provide a :mix of housing types at this 
location, including studfos and one-, two-1 and three-bedroom units, increasing the 
diversity of housing types in this area of the City. 

7. The Project adds nearly 38,000 gross square feet of neighborhood serving retail and 
restaurant space in an area with a growing residential and workplace population, 
consistent with thep0licies of the. Downtown Area Plan and Market & Octavia Area Plan. 

8. The Project provides both publicly a<::cessible and/or common. open space in. eXcess of the 
amounts required by the Plarthing Code •. 

9. The Project provides an on~site Child care facility. 

10. The Project includes a massing scheme and wind reduction elements. to avoid the creation 
of any new hazardous wind conditions on any nearby public sidewalks or seating areas. 

11. The Project provides a total of 553 Class 1 s.ecure indoor bicycle parking spaces, in excess of 
the nµmber required by the Planning Code, and 67 Class 2. sidewalk bike rack spaces, 
encouraging residents and visitors to access the slte by bicycle. 

12. The Project meets the City's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas EmissiOns and the 
BAAQMD requirements for a GHG reductions by maximizing development on an infill site 
that is welherved by transit, services and shopping and is suited for dense residential 
development, where residents can commute and satisfy convenience needs without 
frequent use of a private automobile and is adjacent to employment opportunities, in an 
area with abundant local and region-serving transit options. The Project would leverage 
the site's location and proximity to. transit by building a dense mixed-use project that 
allows peopleto live and work close to transit sou.rces. 

13. ·The Project promotes a number of Downtown Area Plan Objectives and Policies, including 
Policies 2.2 and 2.2, which further the Objective of maintaining and improving San 
Francisco's position as a prime location for financial, administrative, corporate and 
profosSiortal activity; Policy 5.1, which encourages providing space for commercial 
activities; and Policies, 7 .1 and 7.2, which further the Oqjective of expanding the supply of 
housing in .and adjacent to Downtown. The Project also promotes a number of Market and 
Octavia Area Plan Objectives and Policies, including Objectives 2.3 and 2.4, which 
encourage increasing the existing housing stock, including for affordable units. 
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14. The .Project promotes a number of City urban design and transportation policies, including: 
eliminating existing vehicular entrances/curb cuts on South Van Ness Avenuei avoiding all 
curb loading zones along the entire Mission Street frontage to accommodate SFMTA's 
transit and bicycle lanes plan for Mission Street; incorporating significant spacing between 
the building towers and articulating the massing of the Office Building component with a 
"Collaborative Seam.". 

15. The Conditions of Approval for the Project include all the mitigation and improvement 
measures that would mitigate the Project's potentially significant impact to insignificant 
levels, except for its impacts on Cultural Resources and Transportation and Circulation. 
Although the Project demolishes most of the existing 1500 Mission Street building, it 
retains and rehabilitates some of that building's character defining features, including most 
of the Mission Street fai;ade and the dock tower. 

16. The Project will create temporary construction jobs and permanent jobs in the retail sector. 
These jobs wlll provide employment opportunities for San Francisco residents, promote the 
City's tole as a commercial center, and provide additional payroll tax revenue to the Cityi 
providing direct and indirect economic benefits to the City. 

Having considered the. above, the Planning Commission finds that the be_nefits of the Project outweigh 
the unavoidable adverse environmental effects identified in the FEIR and/or IS, and that those adverse 
environmental effects. are therefore acceptable .. 
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Resolution No. 19885 
HEARING DA TE: MARCH 23, 2017 
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2014--000362ENVGP APCAMAPDNXSHD 
Goodwill SF Urbart Development, LLC 
c[o MattWitte - (415) 677.9000 

Related California 
44 Montgomery Street, Suite 1050 

San Francisco, CA 94104 
Tina Chang, AICP 
tina.chang@sfgov.org, 415-575-9197 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
GMl4103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558'6409 

Planning 
lnformatlcin: 
415.558.6377 

RESOLUTlON · RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE AN 
AMENDMENT TO THE GENERAL PLAN TO FAClLITATE THE CREATION OF THE 1500 MISSION 
STREET SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, INCLUDING AN AMENDMENT TO MAP 3 OF THE MARKET 
AND OCTAVIA AREA PLAN AND MAP 5 OF THE DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN OF THE GENERAL 
PLAN TO CHANGE THE HEIGHT DESIGNAfION SHOWN ON THE MAP FOR ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 
3506, LOT 006 .AND 007; MAKE AND ADOPT FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY 
WITH THE GENERAL PLAN. AND THE EIGHT PRIORlTY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 
101.1 AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIT)"ACT. 

PREAMBLE 

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that the Planning 
Co:rnmiSsion shall periodically recommend to the }3oard of Supervisors for approval or rejection proposed 
amendments to the General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the General Plan consists of goals, policies ru~d programs for the future physical development of 
the City and County of San Francisco that take into consideration social, economic and environmental factors; 
and 

WHEREAS, the General Plan shall be periodically amended in response to changing physical, social, 
economic, environmental or legislative conditions; and 

WHEREAS, on April 29, 2015, Steve Vettel of Farella Braun & Martel on behalf of Goodwill SF Urban 
Development, LLC ("Project Sponsor") filed applications requesting a.) approval of a Downtown Project 
Authorization pursuant to Section 309 of the San Francisco Planning Code; b.) a Planning Code Text 
Amendment; c.) Zoning Map Amendments; and d.) on October 19, 2016 an application for a General Plan 
Amendment to facilitate the construction of a mixed-use project located at 1500 Mission Street ("Proj.ect") 
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with l.) an approximately 240-foot tall tower that would consoUdate office space for multiple City 
departments, including the Department of Building Inspection, SF Public Works, and the Planning 
Department and. contain a one--stop permit center; and 2.) an approximately 400-foot tall building containing 
approximately 550 dwelling units providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units amounting to 20 
percent of the total constructed units, in excess of the amounts required by the. City's Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) to I.) change the building height and bulk districts at the 
project site from ~X, 85/250-R-2and120/320-R-2 to 85-X, 130/240-&-3and130/400-R-3; R) allow for parking 
in excess of that which is currently permitted for the office use owing to the unique needs of the City's 
vehicular fleet; and 3.) allow office use above the fourth floor as a contingency should the City not occupy the 
office builc;ling; ·and 

· WHEREAS, ort December lS, 2016, this Commission initiated these General Plan Amendments in its Motion 
No.19821. 

WHEREAS, on March 23, 2017; th.e Commission the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at 
a rl'lgularly scheduled meeting regarding (1) ·the General Plcm Amendment amending Maps 3 and 5; and (2) 
the ordinance amending Planning Code to add the 1500 Miesion Street Special Use District, and revise 
Zoning Map SU07 and HT07. At that meeting the Commissfon Adopted (1) Resolution No. 19885 
recommending that the Board of Supe:rvisors approve the requested General Plan Amendment; and (2) 
Resolution No. 19886 recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the requested Planning Code 
Test and Map Amendments. 

WHEREAS, the Project is located on the Mission Street transit corridor, and responds to the transit~rich 
location by proposing increased housing and employment on the Project site; and 

WHEREAS, the project site is located withln: the '.Hub Plari Area cutreritly being studied, by the Planning 
Department a;nd is consistent wfth the proposed heights and bulks associated with the Hub Project; and 

WHEREAS, San Francisco faces a continuing shortage of affordable housing for low-income residents. The 
San Francisco Planning Department reported that for the five~year period between 2005 and 2009~ 141397, 
total new housing units were built in San Francisco. This number ix:tcludes 3,707 units for low and very low­
income households out of a total need of 6,815 low and very low~income housing ·units for the same period. 
According to the state Department of Housing and Community Development, there will be a regional need 
for 214,500 new housing units in the nine Bay Area counties from2007 to2014. Of that amount, over 58%, or 
125,258 units, are needed for moderate/middle, low and very low-income households. The Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG) is responsible for allocating the total regional n~d numbere among its member 
governments which includes both counties and cities. ABAG estimated that San Francisco'.s · 1ow and very 
low-income housing production need from 2007 through 2014 is 12,124 units out of a total new housing need 
of 31,193 units, or 39 percent of .all units built. The production of low and moderate/middle income units foll 
short of the ABAG goals; and 

WHEREAS, the 2015 Consolidated Plan for July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2020, issued by the Mayor's Office of 
Housing, establishes that extreme housing pressures face San Francisco, partiailarly in regard to low- and 
moderate/middle-income residents. Many elements constrain housing production in the City. This is 
espedally true of affordable housing. San Francisco is l?trgely built out, with very .few large open tracts of 
land to develop. There is no available adjacent land to be annexed, as the cities located on San Francisco's 
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southern border are also dense urban areas. Thus. new construction of housing is limited to areas of the City 
not previously designated as residential areas, infill sites, or to areas with increased density~ New market-rate 
housing absorbs a significant amount of the remaining supply of land and other resources available for 
development artd thus limits the sti:pJ>lY of affordable housing; and 

WHEREAS, the Project would address the City's severe need for additional housing for low income 
households, by providing on-site inclusionary affordable dwellings units in excess of the amounts required 
by the City's Jnclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Planning Code section 415) through compliance 
with the terms of section 415 and additional affordable units included as part of a real estate conveyance with 
the City for the. City Office building; and _ 

WHEREAS, the Project provides a unique opportunity to satisfy the City and County of. San Francisco' .s 
unmet office needs and .to provide a coili?oHdated one-stop permit center; enhanced pedestrian connectivity 
via a mid-block public space and alley network extending from Mission Street to South Van Ness Avenue, 
and ground floor community ~vent spaces; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed City office building is fiscally prudent and has a positive net present value over the 
next thirty years. In addition to lower operating eXpt;DSes compared to current assets or other alternatives 
(including the purchase of existing office space or other newly constructed office space), the project will also 
be more efficient and environmentally sustainable. Additional benefits are anticipated through enhanced 
ihter-ag~cy collaboration through colocation, a one-stop permit center, a connection to existing City offices 
at 1 South Van Ness, and employee and customer efficiencies given proximity to other government offices. in 
the Civic Center area. The Project would address the City's severe net;!d for additional housmg for low 
income households, by providing on-site mdusionary .affordable dwellings units in excess of the amounts 
required by the City's Jhclusionary Affordable Housing P.rogram (Planning Code section 415) as described 

above; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed General Plan Amendment, Special Use District and Height and Bulk District 
Reclassification would not result in increased devek>pment potential from what is permitted under the 
existing height and bulk district~ and 

WHEREAS, the Project proposes neighborhood~serving amenities, such as new ground floor retail; proposed 
new publicly accessible open space, improved pedestrian connectivity~ enhanced public service, and 
incorporation of sustainability features into the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the City Attorney's Office drafted a Proposed Ordinance in order to make the necessary 
amendments to the General Plan to implement the Project. The Office of the City Attorney approved the 
Proposed Ordinance as to form; and 

WHEREAS, on November 9, 2016, the Planning Department published a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
("DEIR") for public review (Case No. 2014-000362ENV). The DEIR was available for public comment until 
January 4, 2017. On December 15, 2016, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 10:00 
a.m. meeting to solicit comments regarding the DEIR. Oh March 9, 2017, the Department published a 
Comments and Responses document, responding to comments made regarding the DEIR prepared for the 
Project. Together, the Comments and Responses document and DEIR comprise the Final EIR ("FEJR''). On 
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March 23, 2017, the Planning Commission conducted a duly notked public hearing at .a regularly scheduled 
meeting to certify the FEIR; and 

WHEREAS, on March 23, 2017, the Commission adopted the FEIR and the mitigation and improvement 
meai;lures contained in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP"), attached as 
Attachment B ofthe CEQA Findings MoHon No. No. 19884; and 

WHEREAS, on March 23:. 2017, the Commission made and adopted findings 0£ fact and decisions regarding 
the Project description and objectives, significant impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, rniHgation 
measures and alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on substantjal evidence in the 
whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, California Public 
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), particularly Section 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for 
Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations Section l5000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"), 
Section 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 0£ the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31") by its 
Motion No. 19884. The Commission adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate and apart from 
the Commission's certification of the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to adopting 
these CEQA findings. 

WHEREAS, the Comrnjssion has heard and considered the tei;;timony presented to ft at the public hearing 
and has furthe;t considered w;ritten materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of Planning Oepartment 
staff and other interested patties; an<i · 

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of :the Planning Department, Jonas Ionin 
(Commission Secretary) as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and 

The Commission has reviewed the proposed General Plan Amendment Ordinance; and 

RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the 
proposed General Plqn Amendment Ordinance, and adopts this resolution to that effect. 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments and the record as a whole, including all information pertaining to the Project in the Planning 
Department's case files, this Commission finds, concludes, anct determines as follows: 

1. The Commission finds that the General Plan amendments, the 1500 Mission Street Special Use 
District and the associated Project to be a beneficial development to the City that could not be 
accommodated without the actions requested. 

2. The Commission made and adopted environmental findings by its Motion No. 19884, which are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein, regarding the Projec::t description and 
objectives, significant impacts, signiflcant and unavoidable impacts, mitigation measures and 
alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial evidence in the 
whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the Ca:lifornfa Environmental Quality Act, Section 
15091 through 15093; and Chapter ~l of the San Fr;:incisco Adtninistrative Code ("Chapter 31'). The 
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Commission adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separate . and apart from the 
Commission's certification of the Project's Final EIR, which the Ccm:imission certified prior to 

adopting the CEQA findings. 

3, The Project would address the City's severe need for additional housing for low income households 
by providing on-site inclusionaiy affordable dwellings units in excess of the amourtts required by the 

City's Jnclusionary Affordal:>le Housing Program (Plannirig Code section 415). 

'1,. The Project. Would deliver .office space essential for :the City's needs, enhance public service by 

providing a consolidated one-'.stop permit center; Jn close proximity to other government offices in 
the Civic Center Area and providing greater efficiency and convenience to members of the publk, 
and offer a fiscally prudent and has lower operating expenses compared to current assets or other 

alternatives (induding the purchase ofexisting office space or other newly constructed office space). 

5. The Project proposes neighborhood-serving am~ties, ,_such as improved pedestrian connectivity via 

two mid-block alleys,. activated by retail and civic uses. 

6. The G~eral :Plan Amendments are necessary in order to approve the Project; 

7. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the Objectives and Policies of 

the General Plan, for the reasons set forth in the findings in the Downtown Project Authorization, 
.Motion No. 19887, which ate incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

8. PliU111ing Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority~planning policies and requires review of 

permits for consistency with said policies. ·On balance, the Project COil\plies with said policies, for the 
reasons set forth in the Downtown Project Authorization, Motion No.19887 whii;:h are incorporated 
by reference as though fully set forth herein. 

9. The Project is consistent with and would proillote the· general and specific purposes of the Code 
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

10. Based on the foregoing and in accordance with Section 340, the public necessity, convenience ani;i 
general welfare require the proposed General Plan Amendment. 

certifv that the foregoing RESOLUTION was ADOPTED by the San Francisco Planning Commission 
on Mai - 23, 017. 

( 

Commission Secretary 

AYES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Richards, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore 

Hillis, Melgar 

March 23, 2017 
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® Affordable Housing {Sec. 415) 

® Tra,ri~it lm,pacf Dev'{ Fee (Sec.A 11} 

®. Childcare Fee (Sec. 414) 

® First Source Hfr1rig (Admin. COde) 

JEJ Bette(Strl3ets·Plati{~ec.13&.1) 

0 Public Art (Sec. 429) 

Planning Commission Motion No. 19887 
HEARING DATE: .MARCH 23, 2017 

Case No,: 2014~000362.ENVGP APCAMAPDNXSHD 
Project Address; 1:?00 Mission Street 
Current Zoning: C-3-G (Downtown General) 

110/320-R-2, S5:-R-2Tieight and B:Ulk Districts 
Van Ness & MaikefPciwntown Residential Specia1 Use District 

Pr.oposed Zonfrtg C-3-G (Downtown General) 

130)240-R-3, 130/ 400-R-3~ 85-X 
1500 Mission Street Special Use Di,s.ttkt 

Block/Lot: 3506/006, 007 
Project Sponsor: MClttWifi:e-(415') 653.3181 

ReI~ted Califo:t:ni~ 
44 Montgomery .Street, Su;ite 1300 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
S~ Francisco, CA 9.4iQ4 

Staff Contact: Tina Chang- ( 415)575:'9191 
Tina:Chartg@sfgov.org 

1650 MiSSiQO St 
Sulte400 . 
:San Francisco, 
:CA 94103-2479 
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ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE APPROVAL OF A:SECJ:ION 309 DETERMINATION OF 

COMl'LlANCE AND REQUEST FOR EXCEPTIONS FOR REDUCTION OF GROUND..:LEVEL WIND 

CURRENTS P:ER ].>LANNING CODE SECTION i48 AND OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING PER 
SECTION 161 TO DEMOLISH AN EXISTING 3o-F00T TALL 2Q;ooo SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AT 
1580MISSION STREET, RETAIN ANo:REHABILITATE A PORTION OF AN EXISTING 28;.;FOOT 

TALL 57,QOO SQUARE FOOT BUILDING AT 1500 MISSION STREET AND DEMOLISH jHE 
REMAINPER OF THE isoo .MISSION STREET BUILDING AND THE NEW CONSTRUttmN QF, 
TWO NEW BUILDINGS, A 4641000 SQUARE FOOT, 16-STORY, 227-FOOT-TALL CITY OFFICE 

BUILDiNG AND A 552,290 SQUARE FOOT, 39-STORY, .396-FOOT-TALL RESIDENTIAL TOWER 

CONTAINING ,APPROXIMA'{'£LY ~50 DWELLING UNTIS, INCLUDING APPROXIMATELY :i10 

BELOW MARKET RATE UNITS; UP TO 38;.000 SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR RETAIL, 5.9,-000 

SQ OARE FEET OF J>lUVA TE AND COMMON OPEN SPACE; 620. BICYCLE PARKING SPACES (553 

CLASS I,_ 67· CLA,SS ;z) AND UP to 409. VEH.ICULAR PARKING SP ACES WITHIN '(I:JE VAN NESS. 

AND MARKET DOWNTOWN R]SIDENTIAL SJ,>ECiAL USE DISTRICT, UO\'\'NTOWN-GENERAL 

(0·3-G) ZONING DISTRICT AND PROPOSED 1500 MISSION STREET SPECIAL USE DISTRICT, 

AND PROPOSED :130/401H{,.;3, i30/240-R-3 AND $5~X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICTS AND 

.A.'.DOPT!NG FINDINGS UNDER THE CAtIFO:E.NlA ENVIRONMENTAL QUAlITYACT. 

www.sfp!anning.org 
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On Ott:9ber 13; 2.01:4, Steve Vett~l :0£ 'Farella, Braun & Martel o;n behalf of Goodwill SF Urban 
Development, LLC ("Project Sponsor'') filed an EiJ,vrronrrten:tal E\i:alua~ipn ApplkatiQn for the PtojecL 
'2014. On May 13, 2015, the. Department published a Notice of Preparation 0£ Environmental Impact 
Report and Nqfice of Public Scoping Meeting ("NOP'')~ Publication of the NOP initiated a 31)-day public 
revi~ and coinr;nent:p¢riod that began, or,i. May t3, 201s arrd endec!. on 1,:Ul:J.e 15; 201/?., On June 2r 2010., ·the 
Department held a public scopfrtg meeting :regarding the Project On November 9, 2016~ the Department 
pupli.shed the Praft Environmental lrn:paql Rei;>ort (hereinafter "DEIR")r indu~ing ~lieinitlat S,fody (''JS")} 
and provided publk notice in a newspaper of g~eral drcqfatfon of the availability of the DEIR.for pubiic 
review and comment and of the date· and time of the Piannlng Commission public hearing on the DEIR; 
this n<>t:ke was mailed fo: the Deparfrnenf s list of persons reg_uestlrt.g sttchnonce. Notices of availal;iility of 
the DEIR and of jhe. ctate and time gf the p:Ul;>lfc hearing were posted ngar the Ptoject Sit¢ by the. Proj~ct 
Sponsor on November 9, 2016. 

bn .f,.op'iil 29, :Z01$;. the JlrPject~ponsor filed an application requesting appr6val of a .DoWtltc:ii'm Project 
Authorization pursuant to Section 3()9 of the San Francisco 'Planning Code to facilitate the construction of 
two new buildings appr0.ximately 390 and 264~feet tall located at 1500· Missi0n Street ("Project") 

CO'fitainihg app':roximafol)' 55Q ·dwelling;, Uruts, apprO.xllnately 462;000 square feet Of offit:e space, 51,000 
square feet {)f gt.QunJ floor re~a.H space, apprnxhnately 7,600 sqtiare footptlblkly a.ccessible 6pen space in 
the form of a ~'forum" at the ground floo~i UF to i,123 parking spaces, 6 loading spaces, and 369 bicycle . . . -

parking .spaces. On February .23, 2017 the Projec~ Sponsor submitted an updated applkation fo, correct; 
the proposed building heights ki 39.6' ;'ind 2.16 f.~et fqi; th:e'r¢51derttial aj.iq of~ice buildings respectively, the 
total number of proposed yehkular parking to 409 spaces, bicycle parking tQ 620,. retail ~quare footage fo 
ss;ooo square feet;. office square footage to 449,800 square feet. Additionally, the application wa:s updated 
to retlect the :Project's 1ncfo:s'ion: of 4,4bQ $qua:i:e, feet pf ()rH;ite chih;l ca;r,e, 

On April 29, 2015( the Project Sponsor also' filed an application for a Planning Code Awendment and 
Zoning Map amendment fo supersede the existing Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential $.pedal 
Ds.e rnstrkt Wi:th a Mw special use 9fotrkt for d,ie, l?roject ;and Jo am.¢,M lwigl;it a.nd bi:;tlk distti<;:t& to 

permit one approximately 39(}.foot residential tower with a podium .height ot 110 feet and one 264~foot 
tall tower with a podfum height -0£ 93 feet. 

On, Octol:>er 191 2016,. $e Ptoject 'Sponsor filed ame,ri.dments to the Plannmg Code 'I'ext. mid Zoning Map 
Amendment Applications and a General Plan Amendment Application to add Section 270(g) ta· amend 
bulk controls to fhe proposed special use district and Ma'{' 3 (Height Districts) of the Market and Octavia: 
Pl?rt. . . 

On December 15, 2016, the Planning Commission adopted Resolutions 19821 :and .19822 to Initiate 
legislation entitled(. (1) "Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height desigi,lation for the 
1500 Mission Street project, Assessor's Block 3506 tots 006 and 007 Ort .Ma_p 3 of the Market and Octavia, 
Area 'Plan and on Map 5 of fhe Downtown Area Plan; adopting findings 'Urtder ·the California 
Envfronmen±al Quality Act; and. making findings of. consistency with the General Plan and the. :eight 
priority policies' of PJ~nning Code· 'Section 1DD;" and (2} Ordinance amending th\! Planning Code to 
. create the 1500 M.ission .$ti;eet Specfal Use 'D~stikt to facilitate development of the t56o Mission Street 

'llAN. FRANGJSCO 
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(Assessors Bloek 3506, 006 a,nd 01) project, to. :regrilate bulk conttols in the Special Use District, to modify 
Zoning Map SU07 to: place the project site 'into this Special Use District and Zoning Map HT07 to modify 
. the height and bulk district <lesignations for the project site; adoJ?ting findings urtder the Califomic;t 
Environmental Qµality Act; makfug nndings 0£ consistency With the Genetal Plan ai:id the eight priority 
policies of Planriing Code Section 01.; and adopting findings of public necessity, .convenience, and welfare 
under Planning Code Section 302," respectively. 

On December 15, 2016~ the: Com:miSsio:il held a duly advertised public .hearing on the DE~ at whim 
opportunity for public .conu-n.ent was ~ven, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The period 

for coinrilentlng on the ElR ended ~mJantiazy 4, 2017. The Department prepared responses to CQn:'i:inents 
on environmental issues received during the 45 day public review period for the DEIR, prepared 
revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to .comments :received or based on iiiddltionalin£9rmatio:rt 
that became available du.ring the public review period, and corrected clet:kal errors in the D'.ElR, 

On March8, 1017, The Planning Department published a Responses to Comments doeument. A Final 
Environinei;ital ;(mpact Rep9rt (herefrwftet ''FEIR") 'has peen prepared by the Department( coriS.isfing {).f 
the DEIR any .consultations and ~omments received during the revi.ew pr-0cess, any additional 
information thatbecame available, and the Responses to Comments document all as required by law. 

On March 23t 2017, the Commissionreviewe.d and considered the FEIR and found that the contents of 
said report.and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared,, publicized~ and reviewed comply 

with the provisions of C_EQ.A, the CEQA Guiqelities, and cnapter 31 of t}1¢ $an :Francisco Admin1stra.ti:V~ 
Code •. The FEIR was certlfledqy the Commission on :tv4ir~h 23, 2017 by <1doption of its Motion :No.19883. 

At, tl}e San'\~ Heating and in conjunction: ~'1th this motioii, fu.e Commission lnade and adopted :frndin:gs of 
fact and decisions regarding the Proj'ect descripuort and objectives, sfgnifkant impacts, significant and 
unavoidable impacts, mitigationmeasures and alternatives; and a statement of overriding considerations, 
based on sµbstantial evi<;lence' in the whole record of this proceeding and pursttari't to the Ctlifon:IT<l 
EnVironme:l:).tal, Quality Act~ Callforitla Public; Resourc¢S Code ~ction 21000 et seq~ ("CEQA"); 

particularly Section 21081 and 2108i.S, the Guidelines for Impfomentation of CEQA, 14 California Code. 
of Regulation$ Section 15000 et seq. ("CEQA Guidelines"),. Section 15091 through 15093, .an:d Chapter· 31 
of the San .Frandsco Adminii?l:ranve Code ("Chapter 31") 'by its Motion No. 19884, 1hf) Commission 
adopted these findings a$ reqilired by CEQA, separate and apart fr-Om th¢ Commission's certlfic;;ition of 
the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified prior to .adopting these CEQA fin~s. The 
Corrtmissio:q. hereby incorporates .by r¢erencethe CEQA findings s~t forth in Motion No; 198811:, 

On March 23, 2017 the Commission conducted a, .duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled 
meeting regarding (1) the. General Plan Amendment amending Maps 3 and 5; and (2) l:he utdiriance 
amending 'Planning Cpde tq add the 1500 ~sion Street Special Use Disti;ict; and reyise Zoning Map 
$U07 and HT07. At that meeting the Comrriission Adopted (1) Resolution No~ 19885 recommending that 
the Board of Supervisors approve the requested GeneralPlanAmendment; and (2) Resolution No. 1:9886 
reC.O:rh1Jlen,;1Jn& that the Boarµ pf Sup~isors approve the reque.sted P1artrrlng Code Text and Map 
Amendmeirts. 

Ort March 23, 2017:, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing. at. a regularly 
scheduled meeting regarding the Downtown Project Authorization application . 2014~ 

SAN fRl\NCl$CO 
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UQ036ZENVGPAPCAMAPDNXSHD. At the same hearing the Commission determined that the :Shadow 
cas:t by the Project would not have any adverse effect on Parks within the jurisdiction o{ the Recreation 
and Parks Department. The Commission hear<! and considered the testimony presented to it aHhe public 
heating and fm;ther considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applitan:t, 
Department staff and other interested parties, and the record as a whole; . 

The Planning Department~ Jonas P. lonin, is the custodian of records; all perfinenbdoturoents arelocated 
in the {lile for Case No. 2014-000362ENVGPAPCAMAPDNXSHD, at 1650 Missfon Street, Fourth Floor; 
Scm Francisco, California. 

MOVED, that the Commission hereby approves the. Downtown Project Authorizatitm requested in 
Application No; 20H-000362ENVGPAPCAMAPDNXSBD, subj~ct to the c<1nditiohs eontained hi. 
"EXHIBIT A'' of this mofion, 'based on the following findings: 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above~ and hav1ng heard all testimony and 
arguments, fuis ComrriiSsion finds, concludes, and determines a:s follows: 

1, The al;iove recl-tals are. accurate and const\'ti,Ite f~hdings• of this Cpr:hn:).1ssion. . 

2. Site Desctiption and Present Use. The Projed site consists oftwo parcels (Assesso:r'·s Block 3506, 
Lbt OO't fl500 Mission Street] Md LotQ06 tl5$0 Mission Street]) (in some: ~focumen!:s. referred to a$ 

Lots 002 and 003)1, located on the nqrth side of Mission Street between ilth Street to the, east and 
South Van Ness, Avenue to the west, withifl San Francisco's South of Market (SoMa) 
neighborhood. The Pi:oject site is locat¢q within t):ie bowntown Area Plan and MarkeJ ~ 0¢tavia 
Area- Plan .and is located within, the C<3-G {bowntown General Commerdal) Use l)iStrjp;.} the:Y an 

Ness&. Market Downtown Residential Special UseDistrict, and the 120/320-R-2; 85/2.50-R-2, and 
85-X Height and Bulk Districts. 

The Project slte totais 110,772 sqµare; feet (2.5 acres)1 and the lot fs generally flat. The site is a 
trapezoidal shape with approximately 472 feet of frontage along Mission. Street, 301 foe't of 
f:ronfage '?.long South Van Ness Avenue,, and 275 feet of frontage albhg 11th Street. The northern 
boundary of the site stri:tches for ;321 reet <;ibutiing :!J.n eight-story City off.ice building :tl;l.~t fronts 
onto South: Van Ness Avenue, Market Street and Uth Street·(One S.outhVan Ness Avenue). 

TI:!e :Project sit~ is cu:r:rently occµpie4 by two e.xi~ting pµildings used by Goodwi.11 lrJ,dustries: ~ 
fwo-story~ ;;ipp:i:oximateiy 30-fooHall 29,000-square-foot. puilding lo~ated at 15$0 Mission Street 
that was constructed in 1997 and contains a Goodwill retail .store. on the ground level and offices 
above; and art approximately 57,000:,square-foot,, approximately 28-fooHall (including an . 

. approximately 9:7~foot-talt <:Jock tower)~ \arge.ly single~stoty w.arehouse ancl. office building 
located at 1500 Missfon Street that was. used until June 2016 by Goodwill for processing donated 
items and administrative functions. The warehouse building at 1500 Mission Street has a 
basement parking garage. with ·approximately tW public parking spaces {some of which. are 
valet), and ac.cessed from anap_ptoXimately'25-foot~Wjde curb cut;, on South Van Ness Ave1,1U,e. 
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The Project site also contains approximately 25 surface p'!l'king spaces and six .sU:rfaJ::e loading 

.spaces, accessed from an approximately 46-foot-wide curb mt on Mission Street. The. wMehouse 

building, "Vhidifoatures an approximately 97-f<:;ot-tall clock tower atop the Mission Street fagade, 

was constructed in 1925 for the White Motor Comp.arty artd renovated in 1941 for use a:s a Coca~ 

Cola bottling plant-a use that continued until the 1980s. The building located at 1580 :Mission 

Street is. less than 45 years of age and is considered a ''Category G' property-Not a Historical 

Resource. The warehouse buildmg Iocated, at 1500 Mission Street has been determmed 
individually eligible £or· the California Register of Historical .Resources and is considered .. a 
f,Category A" property-.Known Historical Resource. 

3. Surrounding Properties and N ei~borhood. Immediately north of the eroject site at One South 

Van Ness Avenue is an eight-story Cify-owned office building with a groun.d.:.floor Batik of 

America branch and parking. Variql,ls dty departments, including the San Fr$1cisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency (SFMTA), Mayor's office of Housing and Community Deveiopment, and 
Office of Commuriity fuvestment and IrtfrastructureJ occupy the upper floor$• TQ th~ east of the 
proj¢.ct sjte, ;ittoss 11th Street, is a ,i:njxed-use pffi:ce and. :retail bui;Ii:ling, wNcli. rises from ~ight 
stories on Mission Street to 22 stories on Market Street. TheSoMaSelf-Storage fac:ility (six stories) 

is located to the southeast at 1475 Mission Street, and a PUblic Storage facility is located fo the 

soufhwest (approximat¢ly two stories) at99 SoU,th Van Ness A venue, 

Mixed-use commercial, retail, and residential buildings are located to the south of the project site, 

including three-story buildings lbcated atbetween 1517 and 1559 Mission.Street~ as well a5 a ffve­
story building iocated at 1563 Mission Street, whlCh 1s an -0utpatient medkal faciiity. Ali of these 
buildings are located between 11th Sheet and South Van Ness Avenue. To the southwestofthe 

project site, across· Soµth Vcm Ness A venue.1 'there is a pail<i:f).g lot and, (ood truck locateci at 1600 

Missfon Street, with a gas station and .ca;i; wash located further to the. south. A rt:tlx of commetdal 
buildings ranging from one to. three. stories in height is located west of the intersection of Sbuth 

Van Ness Avenue ·and ;t2i:h Street. A Hand.a, Dealership and Se:tvi_ce Center is located to' the 

northwest of .the project.she at 10 South.Van Ness Av~nue. 

The project site fa located approximately four blocks sou:th of San Francisco Cify Hall artd Civic 

Center Plaza, a 4.5-actt;i open plaza with an tu:::idergt:ound parking garage ap.q surroUn.ded by 
many of San Francisco's largest government and eultural organizations. Approx1mate1y one:-:half 

mile northeast of ,the project .site is United Nations' Plaza, which is owned. by the City and is 

generally bound~d ~y Market Street to the soutQ:, M¢ffister Street tq the north, Seventh Stre~l() 
the east, :ati;d Hyde 'Street to the west. The plaza consists of .a 2.6-:atte pedestrian mall. wltl\ 
seating, lawn areas, a fountain( public art installations, trees~ and: small gardens with. a dear view 

ofCityHa11. The plaza is used twice a. week.for the Heart of the City Farmers Market and is rtear 

the San Fran('isco· Public Library, Asian, Art Museum" various governmental .institt,ltiotis;. offices, 
and numerous public transportation stops and stations, 

Tue proposed Project 1$ also l9cat~cl. wif:hin on¢--hal£ mile Qf Patricia;~s Green, whim i~ generally 

located to the rtotthv.Test. Patr1da's Green includes .a playground, walking paths, seating areas, 

Imm areas,.and a rotating art installation. Fatricia's Green is generally bounded by Hayes Street 

to the north, Octavia Street to the.east (nori:hboun:d) and west (southboum;l)1 and Fell St;reet to the 

soJJ,th . 
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4. Project Description, TheJ?roject proposes to demolish the-existing 1580 Mh~sion Street buiiding, 
to retairi and rehabilitate a portion or the existing 1500 Missfon Street building, and to demolish 

the rerriaWng portions on the 1500 Missi911 building and <:onstruct a mixed-use deyelopm~nt 

with two components:. an approXilnately 767!2.00-square-foot, 396-:foot-tall (416 feet to the fop of 
i:he parapet) residenl:ial and retail/restaurant building at the co~ner of South Van Ness Avenue 

artd Mission Street ("Retail/Residential Building"); and an approximately /)67,300-square-foot, 

227-~oot-tall ·(257 feet to the. top of the pari;tpet) office and permit center building for the City and 

County of San Francisco ("City';) on.11th Street between Market and Mission Streets ("Office 

Buil<;iing'.') with a mid-rise extending west to South Van Ness Avenue. The proposed Project 

1ndud.es a proposed Zoning Map amendment md Planrung Code text amendment to cre&t~ the 

1500 Mission Special Use District to supersede the Van Ness & Market Downtown Residential 

Special Use District designation and a proposed amendment to Planning Code Section 2.70 
a5sodated with pulk limitatkms, ,allowing for an exce¢dance ·Ot the current Height and Bulk 
District limitations, additional off~street parking, and .office space above. the fourth floor. 

The proposed E.esidential/Retail Building wJn consist of a 39~story :residential 'apartment tower 

containing approximately 550 dweiling units over up to ~~l,000 gross.square feet of ground floor . 
:retail/restaurant space;, and below grade parking for 300 vehicles Md 247 bicycles.· The proposed 

Office"UuHding will consist of a 16-$tory tower consisting of p67;3DO square feet qf office space, (-0£ 
which 464,000 count: toV1iatds Cross floor Area) ¢9n.tailling various City dep<;i.rtinents, a permit 

.center and a childcare facility and below grade vehiele parking for 120 vehicles and 306 bicycies. 

Ef, Commurtify OU.treach and Public ColJ:liri:e:nt. To date, !he Dep~rtrnent has not received. a.ny. 
forma1 public comment assodated wlth the propose,d Planning Code Text; Zoning Map <!nd 

General Plan Amendments - or other entitlements associa,ied with the projed. Comments 

retehred a$ part of the environmental review proc~ss. wilt be intl,)rporated into the Environmental 

Impact Report. Tii !lddition to a. cotnfiiu'nity ou,treach me¢ting h¢ld or\ :C)ctober 181 2016, mcirlbers 
of fhe public have also had opportunity to, provide public comment on the project at an 
informational hearing at the Plannin~ Commission held on Ocfober 27, 2016. 

6. Planning Code Compliari!'.:e: .The Comm,jssiol},, finds J:hat the Project is q:mslstent with. the 
relevantyrovisions of the .Planning Code in tl1e following manner; 

A. Floor Area Ratio .. Pursuant to Section 123 .and 424 of the Planhing Code, Projects in the C-3-
G Zoning District and the proposed 1500 Mission Special Use District have a base floor area · 
ratio (FAR) 0£6.0:l and may reach an FAR of; 9;0:1 wil:h payment into the Van Ness and 
Market Residential Special Use District Affordable Housiiig Fund. to exceed a floor area 
ratio of 9.0:1, all projects must :contribute to the' Van Ness ID;:td Market Neigpborhood 
Illirastrudure and Citywide Affordable Housing Fund. 

'SAN FRANCISCO 

Tfie resldenUailretail component Project :Site has a: lot area: of approximatetg 57,617 square feet; As 
shown in the conceptu'til plans fot the. Project, the residential/retail building would incluile: 766,'915 
squarefeet, of whic~ 552;19.0 square feet would count towards FAR Ac9ordingly, t1ie Project would 
make a pq.yment to the Van .Ness and. Matket Residentlal Spedal Use District Affordable Heusing 
Fund for the Floor Area exceeding the b11$e FAXrat{o of 6.0:1 up to a ratfu of £W:l and to the Van 
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Ness and Market Neighborlwod Infras'trucfure and Citywide, Affordable Housing Fund for any Floor 
Area :exceeding an FAR of 9.0:i. Since the Project exceeds an FAR of 9.0:1, cantribufian to the City's. 
The qty office component is exwiptfrom t/iese Gty fees. 

B. Rear Yard Requirement. Within the Van Ne/$ and fylaricct. Downtown Residential Special 
Use I)istri<;:t and the proposed 1500 Mission Street Special Use Disfu!_d, Rear Yard 
requirements purstiant to Planning Code Se.ction 249 .33 ·do not apply. Rather, lot coverage is 
limjJed to 80 percent at all residential levels. 

The Project complies with this provision. Lot coverage for both parcels amount to 70%. The Project 
Sponsqr has sµbrn'it.ted a Subdivision Map application, which includes. lot line adjustments for the two 
existing parcels to· better align with the proposed ttses tmd ownership structures. The proposed lot 
cmitain,ing the residential' tower pteas(lres approxitr!atety $3j004 square feet and will have 
appt~imaicly 58% fot cov.erage at the .lowest teslden#al (eflel (Flo.ot 2). Lot coverage contro1s iW iJoi 
apply to the office buildiiig since the 80 petcent limitation is testr~cted to residential levels; however lot 
coverage of the parcel cdntaimng the City office. ouililingamounts to 82%. 

C. Residential Open:Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires that private usable open space 
be provided at a ratio of 36 square feet' per dwelling unit or that 48 square feet of common 
usable open .space be proyided per dwelling unit. .However, common usable open space for 
:m1Xed-ti$~, resic,ien:tial and non-residential projects ,may :b¢. used to count ~galnst 
J"equit:ei;rtE,!nts 'Contained fu both$ection 135 and 138. 

The Project includes 550 dwelling units and provides private open space for. 15 unitS. Therefore 
approxbnatdy 25,680 square feet of common open space is required.. In ail~ the Project prov.ides 
aiiProximately 30,100 square feet open spQ.ce of-dihich 3,100 squ~re feet is private ,and 27,000 square 
feet. is common, Common open space can .be found on floors 2, 51 11 and 39 where terraces amounting 
·to 277000 square feet can be found. Publicly accessible ope11 space can be found along the South Va;i 
Ness Avenue sidewalk, where a 15foof setback has beert provided, wutening the sidewalk Jram 22feet 
to 37 feet The Project exceeds Planning Code requirements, and is therefore compliant with Section. 
135. 

b, Public Open Space~ New buildings in the C-3-G Zoning District mt;tt?t provide pu'.blfc open 
space at a ratio of one square feet per 50 gross square feet of P1lusesr ¢xcept residential uses, 
institutional uses, and m~e.S in a predominantly· retaiifpersonal servic.es bu:ildlng pursuant to 
Planning 'Code Section 138. This public open space must be located on the same ,site as the 
building or. within 900 feet of it within a C-3 district:. 

$AN f.RMlC!SCO 

Sjnce the profect proposes apprcn,;inµttel)! 464l100 sq!Ulre f~t, of office use; approximately 9;280 squt;tte 
feet of public open. space .'ffl. required. Apptp;i;i'm.ately 9,40Q square fee.t ofpublicly acc.essible open spate· 
fii the fQrm of the 1a:ndscap£?d ll'Jld i'mpro:ved mid-:bloc.k ,tilletJ providing ,enhanced ped~fria11 

conne(:fivity to the proposed ~#fl office building from South Van Ness Av~ue and ttppro.xiwai:ily 
3,$00 squ.qrefeet of or pub.lidJ!, 4.tt.essibk 6petz; ppa;r;.e as.soef4te4 with. ihe p.r¢po~ed tefii4.eirtial and. r¢ta}l 
uses .can be found: Therefore, the Ptoj¢:ct exceeds Code .requitwients tmd therefore complifis wi:th 
Se.ctidn 1$$ of the Planning Code. 
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Although the Project proposes up t& 38,000 square feet of retail space, each space amounts to less than 
5~000 square feet, and is exempi:[rom Gross .Floor Area as. w.ell as the requirement' to provide: Public 
Open Space per Section 138. 

E. Streetscape Improvements. Planning Code Section 138.l requires that when a new building 
is constructed fo the C-3 Dfatrkt and is on a lot that is greater tltan half an. acre in area and 
contains 250 feel: uf tql:al lot frontage pedestrian elanents in conformance with the 'Better 
Streets.Plan shall be required. 

The Project is located on: a lot that measures 110,772 square feet< approxima.tety 2.5 acres and contains 
approximately 1J040 :linear feet of front:1we. Due ta restrictions within the Mission Street and South 
Van Ness Avenue right-ofways,. physical widenings along these two frontages are ,not possibk 
However:, the Project fncludes .a building setback bf approximately 15 feet for ctpp.roximafely 2B5 linear 
feet. along the South Van Ness Avenue frontage; effedtively widening the sidewalk from 22 feet to over 
37 fad wide. Additional:streetscape improvements on 'South Van Ness Avenue include perforated wind 
sereens, street' and Class 2 bicycle parking fsubject to approval by the San Francisco ti/I:u,nidprd 
Tran$partation Authority (MTA)). .Furflier'" the Uth Street sidewalk will be Widened from 
a:pptqximatily .ro:Sfeet to 15 fee1 afong the Projecf $frontage. Therefore, fhe Project co.mplie$ witli 
1?Janning Code Section 1(38.1. 

F. Exposure. Ha:np.ing Code Sec:tion 140 requires ;:i.11 dwelling muts in i!.11 use distripts to face 
onto a public, str~et at ~ea:s~ ?O i;eet in width, side yati;l atleast 25 Jeet in width or ,open ~tea. 
which ~s tinol).Stmcted and is .no less that\ 25 feet In every horizontal 1;UmerisionJo.r the floor 
at which t11e dwelling unit is Io¢ated p,rld t11e .floor immediately abov~ it;. with an increa!;;e 0£ 
five feet in ¢yery horizontal dimension at each sub$equent fl.oor. The proposed SpeciaJ Use 
Dfatrtct .caps the horlzontal dimension to Which the open space mtist ¢xpan\i at each 
subsequent ffoor to 65 foet. 

All ,550 'dwelling units expose qflta a pi!blic right-qfivay qr t.m &pen; space amdunttng to at 1eMt f/J 
feet. Therefore; the Project eomplies :wiffr .expoS#re r.equfrements pursuant to the proposed 1Soo 
Mis1£ion Street Special Use. Di$trict. 

· G, ,Active: Frontages - Loading and Orlv~;w~y Width. Sec::tions 145.1(c)(2) and l;55(s)(:)) do not 
apply in the proposed Special Use District. R.ather, the resldentfal and office components of 
the proposed Project shalt be permitted to ea¢h pr9Vide sepai'ate pa11dng artd 1o;:iding ingress 
ansi egress open1ngs ,o:n the 11th St;reet frontage of no greater thar\ 24 feet each, sµbject to 
conditions~ 

SAH f!WlCfSCO 

Vehicular access is. not provided alofl:g the Project's. Soiith Van .Ness Atie.nue frontage and provided in 
.a managed~ Jfrnit.ed mmin.et 4i fhe mid'-block :alley' along Mission Street~ a$ both rightS-rfway ar:e 
Transit Preferential Streets. The Rrofect shalt comply with improvement, I mitigqfion measures 
ou#inedfo.r loading Ori Mission Street rM:-:TR-;3/ contain¢d in Attachment B whic!cwill Q(;! tnd.uded as 
a pf<r~ of the Conditions of Approval assoc#.ated with thg P.rpject. 

in considerationo/City pplicy to re:?f;i:ict curb. cuts mti'l ojfstreet parking and !Oading access pn So.uth 
Van Ne~ A<!enue and Missum Street, the testdential component aTJd. the Ctty office componen.t·sha11: 
each be· permitted to pf.oflide S.iparate park:/,ng iind loading 'ingress and: egress ope1irngs on the 11th 

PLANNING DEPARTll/IE:NT 8 



Motion No~ 19S87 
March 23, 2017 

C~SE NO. 2014-0iJ0362ENVGPAPCAMAPDNXSHD 
1500 Mission Street 

Street fmntage of no greater t!ian. 24 !¢ in tpidtlj each, in lieu of the limitations .set forth in Sediojis 
145.1(c)(2) and 15.5(s)(5). To the extent feasible .as determined by t~ Planning Director, iri 
consultation with the Dft¢¢tq:( 61' R;eql Prapetty, in· order to facilitate tht preservation ·f:if'a :port.Um of 
the 11th Street fagade of the extsfing 1500 MiSsion Street building; enhance pedesfrii:tn condftions, !lJtd 
farther acliviite 11th .S.treet, a shared ingress (b:ut not egrf!ss) to both the residential co:mpanent'and the 
City office component shall be provided to reduce the t(:Sidentitil component opening to no greater tlilin 
12 feet in width. . 

'.H. Street Frontage in Co:ri1lnerdal Districts: Active Uses. Planning Code Section 145~1(c){3) 
requires that within Downtown Commercial DistrictS, space for "active uses" Shall be 
provided within the first 25feet of building depth on the ground floor~ 

The ground floor sptu:e along the. South Va1t Ness Avenue~ Mission Street, and 11 lh Street have' active, 
uses With direct aqe¢s1,1 to the ,sid~alk 'µJithin the first 25 feet of b,uilding depth, with the exception of 

.. spW:e. allOU?ei! for pqr.fdng and loading access, lrtt#dJng egref!s, and access to meth!inital systeyns. Public 
. . 

Uses (,lte con$i4ere4Jicfive Uses: Acqotdingly; th¢ Project compli?s with S¢cti0tt 145,1(c)(3). 

J. Street Frontage irt (::onu:nercial Districts: G,roµnd FfoQr Transparency. Planning Code 
Section l45.1(c)(6) req11rres that wi.thin Downtown Commercial Districts, frqntages With 
3,ctiv~ uses that are il:Qf; :resiqgtitlal or Pb:R: must be fenestrated with transparent windows 
and dooJ:'Ways for no .less than 60 pe:r{Cen:t Qt the street frontage at the ground level pnd _allow 
yi$Pility to fhe :itJs14e qf the bt:;iilding. 

~. Project co:mpties' with Pie, Grd.'wnd floor Tianspaferii:y requirements of the Ptanriing Coile. 
Approximately 83 percent of the Project's nfml c6nstruction frontage cm i11h Street;. 6.0 percent of the 
Project's .South Van Ness Avenue frontage, and 61 percent of the Project/ s new construction frontage 
along Missfon Street are fenestrated with transparent w.fndows and doorways. Only the, retained 
portions of the Project's historic resource are fenestrated with transparent windows and· ifoorways for 
less than.60per.cent. Pursuant tcPl.anning Code Section: 145~1(c:)(6); the Planning Commission may 
waive or modifi.; speci/kstreet frontage reqidrements for buildings ccmsidered. historic resources~ · 

J Shadows on Public Open Spaces. Planning Code Section 1.47 seeks to reduce substantial 
shadow impacts on public plazas and other publicly a{'.cessible. open spaces other than those 
protected under Section 295. Consistent with the dictates of good design and without unduly 
restdctin~ development potential, buildings taller than 50 feet should be shaped to. reduce 
substantial shadow impacts on npen spaces sul:>ject to Section 147. Jn determining whether a 
shadow is substantial, the following factors shall 'be taken into account: the ar.ea Shaded, the 
shadow's duration, and the importance of sunlight.to the area.in question. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

A shadow anal)!Si'S determfoed that the· Project Would cast shadOU). one prapased: publidy accessible 
private open space (POPOS)-Brady Park. · 

The. proposed l3rady P4rk PQPQ$ woµ.ld .r1.1ceive it(rnl shading from 150(f Mission Sfreet, witli peak 
nw ;Shading likely occurring· on or fl.roy;nd the Summer Solstice (June 11). With 1tloming shadows 
'Cast from the east to tht; west, a portion. of the park space not shaile4 by 1629 M;:irkef Street wo11N 
f!!ceive. nlWJ shtuJQw;; from the proposed Prof f!ct, New shadow from 150{) Missio1J. Street wou:ld opcµr 
during eafly mom.in.gs and be gone pri01: ta !Jam. NC? shadingfr.om the Project woul(J. ~e preseiit on fbi! 
equinoxes ·(September 20/March 21) nor the winter solstfce (Dete:mber.21). Quantitative caJculatidns 
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were not performed fo confirm the precise range of dates new shading would be·present, however it 
w(iul{1 likely be in tlil}. range ofi-2 months.on eithersi.de of the. Sumtner Solt;tice, or approximately 2-4 
mpnths annuaJly.1 

I(. Ground Level Wind. 'Planning Code SectioJl.. 148 requires that new i;:onstruction in. 
Downtown Comm¢rciaL Districts will not qiuse gtotjnd:..level wind pirrents to exceed 
pedestrian comfort levels. 'This stMda:t(i tequfres that wiiul speeds riot exceed 11 miles per 
. hour m ~teas of substantial pedestrian use for more than 10 percent of the time y~ar round, 
between 7:00 AM and 6;00 PM. The requirements of 'fhis Sedion. apply either when 
preexisting amhient wind speeds at a site exceed the .comfort level (!.nd ar.e not befug 
eliminated as a. result of the. project, o:i; when the project .may result in wind conditions 
exceeding the comfort criterion. 

The existing conditions at the. Project Site indicate that 33 of the 50 test points exceed the Plm1:11:ing 
Code's comfort criterion at grade level with average wind speeds at approximately 11.8 miles per hour 
(mph): The 11 mph comfort criterion is currently exceeded: more than 10 percent of the time. With the 
Project{ 2 new test points were studied since. the Project introduces enhanced ped~'ttian connectively .. 
The comfort criterion is exceeded af 35 o.f52 points with the project exr;:eeded more than 10 percent of 
the time with average wind speeds increasing slightly ta 12.1 mph from 11.8 mph. Genenilli, the wind 
ctmditionnemain the-same with the Ptoject tompared;to existing conditions. 

Under existing conditions,. hazard criterion is exceeded at one point for :Z hours per year. With the 
Prf!f ect, .hazard afferion is exceeded· at one· point for 1 hour per year. Accordingly, hazardo1ts 
conditions are improved with the.Project. 

A Section 309 exception is being sought because the Project tvould not eliminate the ex,jstfng locations 
meeting or exceeding f(u;. Planning Code1s. comfort criterion. Exceptions from the corn.fort ct.iterioi1 
may .Qe gr.anted purstfant to Section 309. T!iete ttr(r 1io net new hazardous win4 speed:; caus(J.1 by .the 
Project. See Section 7, below;for 309 fttidirtgs. 

L. Parking . .Planning Secfion 151.i 'allows up to -0he ca'.!· for. eadi. two dwelling units a,s-of-tight 
in the C:.3-G Zoning Disfrict. Parking for the ptoposed ·retail µse shall not e~cee.d '7% of gross 
Boot area for that use. Poi; the proposed public agency office building, th~ maximum amount 
pf off-street parking that may bi:! pruvided off-s~reet parking shall b~ qne spa,c;e for each 9,DOO 
gros$ $qui;tti;! feet of floor atea as· perm1Jted J.)y ff).~ pr.oposed 1500 Mission Stre~t Special Use 
Distri<;:t. 

The Prpject qmtains ~50 fl,ivelling 1:ini#i 38.;QOQsq,t:ti.?-re feet of retail and approximately 464;.,(iQO square 
fe:d .of ofjfr:e' J,f.ses. Thus, a tofa1 of '275 spaces for the resid~ntitr:l use, up tp 2,660 square feet devoted to' 
parJ..ingfi'Jr the retail use' and 15.5 ·parking spaces}qt the City office building may be petn:iittei1. Th~ 
Project proposes 275 pq.rking spaces for the reside1itfal y,se;. 1,660 MUati; feet (14 spaces) detJot.ed to 
parking for the ·retail use, il:rld 120 par:king. spaces fat fhe City office building. There.fore, flie P,rojept 
complies with $ec.tfo.n 15~.1 offh.e Planiifog Code and the 1~00 Mis$ion $tree! Speciql Use I)fattict; 

1 1500 Mission Street Shadow AnalysiS Report, February. i 7; 2017, Prevision Design; 
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M. Off-Street Freight Loading. Planni;qg' Code Section 152.1 requires that projects m the C-3 
Distritj: that foclude the oyet '500,000 square feet of: residenj:ial space must provide three off­
stteet freight Jciading spaces within th,e project cmd O;~ space per 10,000: square feet ·of gross 
£lo.Pt aJ;ea is required f Pr pffice uses, 

The Project lnclwics 761,200 square feet ofResitf,¢ntial divelopitumt (552,290 squatefeet thq.t r;aunts 
towards Floor Area Ratio); requi11ng three off street lcladirig spaeesr 38,000 square feet of Eetail Use 
requiring 2 off.street loading spaces,. and approximately 567,300 square feet of Office· dev.i1opment 
( 464,000 gross square feet thaf counts towards Floor Area Ratio),· requirbig 5 off street loading spaces · 
for a total of 10 spaces that meet dimensional requirements pur;rnant to Section 154. Three off-street 
loading spaces are provided for the Residential use and an equivalent of five spaces are prmiided for the 
Office use. Two spaces that can accommodate serviee vehicles meeting the dimensional requirements 
~ecified .in Planning :Code Section 154(b)(3) substitute one of the full-size loading spaces required for 
the proposed Office building, A total of foµr service vehicles 'Cite provided for the Office. use, equiva.lent 
to two offstrt:ei: loading spaces. Therefore It total of five full-size off-street loading are provided for the 
Offic;e use. The Project is. seeking an exception as pennitte4 by .$ectforis 16'1 and 3()9 for the two off . . . 
stf.eet fonding spaces·required fot .the proposed 'Rgsidenfia.l 1 ],{e:tail componen( See Sectw117; below, for 
309 findings. 

N. Bicycle .Parking. ':l1or buildings wim .¢iore t.han 100 dwellfug tini~, :P~a~g Cod¢ Section 
155.2 requites 100 Oass 1 spaces pl:lls one Class .1 space for every fpur dwelling Writs over 
100, and one· Clas.S 2 spate p~ 20 :units. J:iqr Ret!iil uses J, Oass 1 space !s required !or every 
7,500 square feel: of OcClipied Floof Area; ~d one Class 2 sp;:ice is tequired for every Z,,500 
square feet of Occ:upiecl Floor .Area.: A minimum of .orte ('.lass. ;t space for every 5,000 squa.re 
feet of Occupied FfoorArea of Office Use cuid a minimum of two Ciass 2 spaces plus and 
additional $pace for every 50,000 square feet of Occupied Floor Area. 

The Project complies with Section 155.2 because it provides 553 Class 1.and 67 Class 2 bicycle parldng 
spaces, exceeding the Planning Code req,uirement to provide 3ll Class.1 spaces (100 units x 1 stall ;,,.. 
WO+ 450 X 1 stall l 4 rmits=< 213 staffs for Residential Uses~ 464;000 SF X 1 sfall I 5~000 SP vf 
Occupied FloorAr.ea = 93 stalls for: Office Uses and 38~000 SF X 1 stall 17(500 SF of Occupied Boor 
Area"" 5 for Retail USes.J and 54 Class.2 sptzces (550 units x 1 stalt!20'units = 28 stalls for Residetttia1 
.Uses, 464,000 SF x 1 stall I 50,000 SF of Occupied Floor Area + 2 = 1l :stalls for Office Uses, and 
38,ooo· square feet x 1 stall I 1,500 square feet = 15 stalls for Retail Uses). All Class 1 spaces are· 
located at thefirst basement .level, accessible ffom the 11th S'ireet ramps, and. Class 2 spaces are located 
on the Project's sidewalks, 

0. Shower Facilities and Lockers). Section 155.4 requires shower facilities and lockers for new 
developments~ depending on use. For non-retail sales .and service. uses '(i~e. Office), four 
'showers and 24 fockers are requited where, occupied floor area: exceeds 50,000. square foet, 
:and qneshower and six lockers where the Ocqipied Floor Area exceeds10JOOO sqµa:rtifeet 
but is no grea~er than 50;000 square feet. 

'SAN FRANCISCO 

The Prokd provi4es, 15 $hower$ Md 76 wcker$ for the. Office. Use IJttti 8 showr;:rs and48 lo.ckers for the 
retail use; exceeding Planr#n.g Code r1tquirements: Therefote; the Project complies with Sediori: 155.4. 
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P. Car Share. Planning Code Section 166 requires two car share parking spaces for residential 
prqjeds with 201 ciwelling units plus an additional parking space for ev~ry 200 dwelling 
units over 200 anc:{ 1 space plus 1 for t!Vety 50 parkit1g spac~s c>Ver 50 fqr non-residentiµl u11tis. 

The Prpject require11 .a total of 6 car shart!: spaces - 4 parking stalts jot the building's Residential Use$ 
(2 spaces+ 1 space X (350 dwell#ig unfts 1200 dw~lling 'i:tnits)J and 2 car s1f.are spaces for the' office 
use since 120 accessory parkt.ng ,space8 are pritcndedfor said U.!le •. The retail t.uie do~ not .8ef1etate a 
tequfremeht for cat share space&, The Project provides 6 car share spape~, art;d therefore complies with 
Planning Code Section 166. 

Q. Transportafiort Den.land Management (TDM) Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169 
and the TDM Program Standards, the· Project shall finalize a toM ;E'lan p1for· Planning 
Depa;rtment ;;tpproval qf the #rst Building Permit ot $ite ):>ertnit. As currently proposed, tjie 
l?-toject rtrust a1Chieve a target of 37 (9 points for tl:ie E.etail Use, 1~ pq;lnts fot the C)ffice Use 
;;md :(6 points for the Residential Use). 

The Project submitted a cqmpleted Environmtmtal Evaluation ApplitrrtUm pnor to September 4, 2016, 
Therefore; .the Project must only achieve 50.% :0f the potnt torget establi!shed in thfz TD/Vt Program 
$tandatds, resulting iii a fequired t11rget of 37 po.i1its, AS curr¢1~fly pi·oposed, the Project will achieve 
its required 37 points through fliefoilowi1;g TDM measures: 

Refail Use: 

• Uiibundl.ed Parking 
• Bicycle F'arking (Option A) 

• Improv<:d Walking Conditions 

• Showers and Lockers 

• Multimodal Wayfinding Signage 

Office Use: 

• Unbundled Parking 

• Short Term Daily Parki1ig Provision 

• Improved Walking Conditions 

• Bicycle Parking (0ptio11 BJ 
• Show¢ts :aniJ Lockers 

• Cat-Shar~ Parking 
• Family TDM :--On-site Childcare 

• Multimodal WayfindingSignage 

. • . Real Time Transportat.io.n Displays 

'Jksiden#ai Use; 

• Unbundled Par.king 

• Parking Supply 

SAil FRANCISCO ·12 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

Imptoved Wilking Conditiotis 

Bicycle Parking (Opt'ioxt A) 
Eicycle Repair Station 
Shawers· and Lockers 

Car-Share Parking 

Delivery Support Arn¢n#ies 
Multimoddl Wtiyftnding Signage 

• Real Time Transportation Di$.plays 

R. Height. The proposed Height and Bulks within the 1500MissionSfreet Special Use District iS 
120/240-R-3, 85-X'.Md 13Q/400-R-3. 

TfieProject complies with. the prqposed heiz!zts rpithiil the 1500 Mission Sftt!et Spedal Use Di};trict 

S. Bulk. The 1500 Mission Street Sp~cial Use Distrid establishes Th,e. R-3 Bulk bistrlct Whim 
limits the rna.ximum plan length of 170 feet and dfagonal dimension of225 feet for bhlldings 
between the podimn height and 240 feet: For build.in.gs between 24:1 and 400 feet tall, the plan 
length 1s limited to 156 foet .and dfagonal dimension of 165 feet with cl irtq.ximum average 
floor area of i3,IOO gross. square feet. The gross. floor area. -0£ the top one~fhfrd of the tower 
shall be reduced by 7 percerit from the maximum floor plate of the tower above the podium 
height limit. 

The Project complies with the bulk requirements pursuant to .the proposed R~3 J3ulk District. 

T. Shadows on Parks (Section 295). Section 295 requires QTIY project proposing a structure 
exceeding a height of 40 ·f~~t to undergo a shadow analysis in . ord~ to determine if the 
rroject would result in the net addition of shadow to properties under the jurisdiction of the 
Recreation and Park Department ot designated for acquisitiort by the Recreation and Park 
Commissiort. 

SAN F!lANGJSCO· 

A sr.adow analysis was conducted and detennined that the Project would cast an additional 0.03% of 
shadow on. Patricia's Gteen pet yeat; On days of maximum shading, new shadbws would be present 
forapproximate1y 23 minutes between 7:36 am and be gone.prior to 8 am .. The shadow analysis found 
that new shading from the project tvould predominantly occur in the northern half of Patricia's Green. 
'To elirnini;ite all new. f'liMlmg mi Patricia's Green, the ptoposed residential tower would need to be 
red.uced in height by approximately $1 feet, resulting- in the elimi1tation of 50 residential units. The 
Project was notfou.nd to adversely impact the use ofthe Park by the ;Recreation and Parks Department 
at a d¥ly noticed, regularly schedu:led Jneeting on March 16~ 2017. 

The new shad9ur rm thf!proposedpfl.rk at ~1th q,n.d Natoma Stre~t that i$ (ksignated for acqu~si#OIJ by 
the Recrea#qtt .and Park Cwnmissil;m generated by the Project wpula .be present only in' the late 
afternoon and e7!enzng between Mari:;h 3 and October 11. Ptofect-generq.ted new .shadOJbs would fall 
primarily on: the :s.oi#hern % of the park site (the portions oft~ ~ite, with fip/itage lift, 11th m.i.rt :Natqma 
Streets). With maxi1num new shadow coverage typl¢ally occutri1ig behvf!erl 5:30-6:00 p.m: t;ince the 
park at 111a and Natoma Streets has ii<;;t yet been developed ti,ni/: nofuture programming information 
has beoi developed or ppptoved, thf! possih.le features affected and qualitative iJnpacts of project-
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generated !JM@W on suchfeatures are undetennined. T9 eliminat1{ all shading Qrt the proposed park at 
J.1'.th and Na,toma, 16 i;tqries of the residential tower would ,need to b¢ rem01Jed, elin1inating 
appro~imately 160 t)welling units. 

ir1 ,Anti-Discriminatory Housing Policy (Administrativ~ Code Section 1.61)~ :Projects with 
proposing 'ten dwelling urtits or more mti$t complete ~ Anti-Discriminatory Housing 
Affidavit:indicatlng that the Project Spon.Sot wiU acihere t9 anff-discrinUrtatory practices. 

The Project Sponsor has completed and su~mitt;ed an Anti-Discriminat-Ory Housing Policy affidavit 
confinnrng compliance with anti-discriminatory practices. 

V. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (Section ~15 and Section 249.28). mciusionary 
Affordable Housing Program. Pl'anning Code Section 415 sets forth the requirements and 
procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable HoUSing Program. Under .Planning Code Section 
415.3, these requirements appfy to: projects that consiSt of 10 .or more units. The applicabie 
percentage is dependent on the numb.er of units in the project, the zoning of the property, 
.and the date that the project submitted a: :complete Emrironmenfal Evaluation Application. A 
complete Environmental Evaluation Application was submitted on October 13;/ 2014; 
therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 and 249.28 the Indusionary Affordable 
Housing "Program: requirement for '.the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is to provide 
13.5% of the proposed dwellingunits as a_ffordable. 

SAli FRANCISCO 

Thi? Fr of ect Sponsor .has. deijionsttated thq.t it is, eltgibie for th~ On-Site Affordalile f!iJ.u}1tng .. . . 

Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.5 awl 415.6~ and has submitted mi· ;Affidavit of 
Compliance with 'the. Inclusionary· Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415;' to 
satisfy the requirements of lh~ 1i:ic1t+!:ii.Q1taty Affordable 'Sousing Program lly prov Ming the. aff.or4@1e 
housing on-"szte instead of through payment of the Afforddble Housing Fee, In vrtJer for the Project 
Sponsor to be eltgible for the, On-Site AJtordabl~ .Housing Alternative,. the. Projed Sponsor must 
submft' .an 'Affiifavit of Compliance with the Indusionary Affordable Rousing Program: Planning 
CQd~ $ectfon 415,; t6 th¢ Pltttming Depqrfrftt:Jit stating that af!y a}for{µihle :units de;iignd'te.d as q1Hit8. 
units shall be sold as ownership units mid wz1{ remain as owu?,rship units far the life:ofthe project Qr 

submit to the., Department a contract 'demonstrating that the. project;s on- or offsife units are not 
subj ed fo the Cqsta Hawkins R.erital Housing Ad, California c;ivir (]ode Section 19q'/f .50 ~ecar:tse, 
undet Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor hits entered tnt6 an 4gteement With a p#blic entity m 
consideration for a directfinanc!al contribution or aJJY other fimn of.asszsJance specified in Caiifomin 
Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and submits an Affid't!.vit ofsuch to the Department. All such 
contracts (Jitered mto with fh¢ City a,n4 County aJSan Fraµqsco m~st be revieuied t;in4 approved by 
the Mayor's Office Housing and Coirimu,nity Development and. th.e City Attomeis Office' the 
Project Sponsor has indicated the '1itention to enter info .art, agreement with the City to quaiify /or a 
waiver from the Co!ita-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based: upmt the proposed density' bonus, 
concessimis pr.ortidea by the Ci.ty' ,and approved .herein and the' Prqjeqt' us.e of tax eiempt bond 
financing. The Prof ec;'t Bponsor submitted su,ch Ajfii#i'Qit on March ~, 2017: The applicable percentage 
is. dependent on the total number vf units in the project; the zonins of the property, .and the date that 
the project sumiiitte.d a romplete En71ito1t1Jiental. Evaluation Application. A complete Bnvircpiirfental 
Evaluation A,pplica#on was 'Submitted 01.1 Octolitfr 13, ZD14; therefore, pursµkt~t ta J?lmin:b:ig Codg 
.Section 415.3 the Indusionary Affordable Ho1-1sing Program ri:quirement f0r the On-site Affordabie 
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Housing AUema#ve iS to provide 13.5% of the .fotql praposed dwelling units as affordable, UO units 
(40 (36%) studios, 29 (26%) one bedroom, 39 (35%) two bedroom and 2 (2%) fhtee bedroom units) of 
the total 550 µnit$ provided will be p.Jfardable u11its amo~n#11g ta 20% pjthe to#d constrnctdd. units~ 
exceeding Planning Code requirements. The Project received priority processing statusf6r exceeding 
inclusionary housing requirements. Additionally, the Conditional Purchase and Sale Agreement 
between the City anil County :0f San Ftancisc-0 and the Project Sponsor includes a commitment to the 
proviswn, of affordable units at a rate of 20 percent of .total. C()nstructed units. The Condition.al 
Purchase and Sale Agreement was full)J executed and unanimously supported by the B.oard of 
Supervisor$ jn December o/2014. Jf fhe Projecl: becomes ine1igible to. meet tts lnclt1;sionary Affordable 
Housing Program obligati01i through the bn-site Affordabie, Housing Altemdtivef, it m.u.st pay th~ 
Affordable Housing Fee with infer:est, if applicable. 

W. Public Art (Section 429). Iri the case of construction oh new .building or addition of floor 
. ar.ea in excess of 25,000 sf to an existing building in. a: c~3 District, Section 429 requires a: 

project to fu~lude ·works of art costing an amount eq~al to one percent of the constmction 
cost of the building. 

The Project would comply with this Sectfon. by dedicating one p~cent ef fhe Project's constructio11: 
. . . . 

cost to works of art. Tlµ! public art concept and locatio1i u;ill be $1/bsequently presented to the Plllnni'ng 
Commission at an informational presentation. · 

x. Slgnage (Section '607). Currently, there is not :;i proposed sign program on file with the 

PlanninlS Department Any proposed signage will be subject to the review and approval of 
the Planning Department pursuant to the provisions of Article 6 of the; Planning Code. 

7. Exceptions Request Pursuant to .P1amtlng Code Section 309. The Planning Commission has 
considered the following exceptions. to the Planning Code,, makes the following findings and 
grarits each exception to the entire Pi:ojeq as furJher described below: 

SAN fRANCISC.O 

. ' 

a:. SeQtion 148: Ground-Le~el Wind Currents. Jn c..:3 D1~trkts; bµildfugs 'an,d additions to 
ex'.isting 'buildings shall be shaped, or other wwd~baffllng me(lSil,res ~hall be adopted, so 
~t the developments will.not cause ground-1evel wind currents to exceed more tha:n lO 
perc~t of the tjme year tou:t;ld, 'between 7:00 a.m. :and 6~00 p.!)::l.., the comfort level of H 
miles per hour equivalent wmd speed jh areas of substantial pedestrian: use and $even. 
mil¢S per hour equivalent wind spee4 in pu\Jlk Se(lti.i:J.g ~reas, 

When pr¢existing ambjeri.t' wind ;~peeds exceed the ~omfort level, or when a p~posed 
bµilding or 11ddition may cause ambient Wind speeds to exceed the .comJo;rt level, the· 
build.mg shall be dt!$igned to reduce l:he ambient wfud !lpe¢ds tO meet the requirements. 
An ex.ceptirirt may be granted, in accorcfa.nce with the provisions of$eeti<>n ,S09i ~116'.Wing 
the. fo:iilding or additl<;>n to ;:idd to the amount of ti));le tha:t th¢ comfort level :is exceeded 
by flie least practical amount if (1) ·It can .. be shown that a. biii1ding or addition c;mnot be 
shaped and other wind-baffling measures cannot b.e adopted to meet the foregoing 
:.requirements without creatmg an unattractive and ungitlnly building form ,and w::l.th.out 
unduly restricting the development potential of the building sfte in question; and (2} ft is 
concluded that; because of the limited .amount by which the co.rnfort level is exceeded, 
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the limited location in which the comfort level iS exceeded, or the limited time during 
which the comfort level is exceeded, the addition is insubstantial. 

Section 309(a)(2) permit$ .exceptiOns from the Sedfon 148 ground-level wirtd ·current 
:requirements. No exception shall be gr.;11\t~d and nn building' or addition sJwH be 
permitted that cam;es equivalent Wind speeds to reach or exceed the h;:izard Iev~l of 16 
miles per hour (tnph) for a single hotii of the year. 

Independent consultants anaiyzed ground-level wind currents in the vidn1ty of the Project Site. A 
wind tunnel mialysis, the results of which are included in a technical memorandum prepared by 
BMr Fluid Mechanics, was con41icted. usiri;g q. scale model of the J?roject Site and its immediate 
vicinity . .T7ie study concluded that the Project would n.ot result in any substantial change to the 
wind co1iditions of the area . 

. Comfort Criterion 
Based on existing conditions;, 33 of the 50 (approximately 66%) locations tested currently. exceed. 
the pedestrian comf01t level of 11. mph !ll grade level mote ~han 10% of tf]e time. Average wind: 
weeds measured close t6 11.8 mph. 

1.lti4er the Project ;iciplario, an additional 2 p:oints were tested to capture the two. mid-block alleys 
dc;ce;;sed from South Van Ness Avei1ue a1id M1ss1on Street. 'Tliere is 110 infotma#on for t,hese 
points under the e:iis'ting scenario because the existing buildings are con11tructed to the property 
line ivhere the additio1utl test points are located. With the Project, 35 of 52 focatfons (67cy,;) .tested 
exceede4 the pedestrian comfort level ofil mph morethan 1/J%9f the time~ A-perage winif speeds, 
increased !'ilightly to appfoxtmatily 12.1 .mpk Under the Cumulative !'iCenari.o, which takes into 
a:ccount other planned projects in the zilcinity, averagewind speeds decrease to 11.3 mph, with 25 

of 52 ( 48%) points that exceed comfort criterion. 

!rt conclusion, the Project does not resuit in substantial change to the wind conditions. HoweVe/'r 
since, comfort exceedances are not entirely elimbuited by the Project, aii exception is required 
unaer Planning Code Sect[qn 309., 

Hazard Criterion 
The Wind Study indicated that the project does not' .cause any net neut hazardous conditions. 
Therefore, tW Project would c¢riplg rvith the hazard criterion Pf Section 148. 

h. Loading. Planning Code Section 152.1 requires that projects in the C-3 District that 
include the nve:r 500,000 square feet of residential space must provide three off~stree.t 
freight 1Qadirig spaces within the project attd O~i space, per ;LO;OOO ilquare fe¢t of gros$ 
floor area is required for office uses. Pursuant tp · Section: 161, exceptions to foading 

requirements are permitted in rec()gnition ;of the fact that sife constraints may make the 
provisiqn of required freight lpading ?rtd servke v~hide spaces impractical or 

undesirii.ble.; 

The Project inc.ludes 767,200 gross square feet .of Restdentiai development (552,290 square feet 
that counts towards Ffoor Area Ral:i.o), requiring three off-street ioading spaces; 38f000 squa:re feet 
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'Of retail requiring 2 [ofldfng spaces and approximately 464,000 gross square feet -of Office 
,kv_il,opment rf!quiring 5 off-stred l,oruJ.ing spaces for (!. foM of 10 space.s that rn.eef ·dimetisional 
requiremenf$ pursuant .to Sectioii 154, Thrf!e offstree,f loading spaces a.re pro.vided for .the 
E:esidential and Retail U,Sf! a71{l an eq~ivalent of jive sp:a.ces ar~ provided for the Office use, Two 
:spaces that can accommodate service vehicJe$ meeting the dimeitsianal requirements specified in 
Planning Code Section 1$4(b)(3) substitute one of the full~size loading spaces required for the 
proposed Office .building. 

The EIR determined that the average demand for residential and :retaii loading spaces is three 
spaces and the ·average demand for the office component is five spaces (see page W.B-52 to -53). In 
addition, SFMT A has approved yellow loading zones at the. curb on both South Van Ness Avenue 
and 11th Stred to accommodate additioti:al 'pecik loading demand. 

The Project is seeki.ng an exPe]Jtion- as p,erwitled; by $ections 161 and 309for ffe.e two of the 
required off-street loading splices. The Retail and Residential i{$es require a total of E; off$h.e¢t 
loadingspaces. A total of3 spaces areprO'(Jidedforbpth µses. 

(1) ProVision of freight loading and service vehicle spaces cannot be accomplished 
underground .due to the frequency of move-ins/move-outs .typical of a rental 
apartment building and also. because site constraints will not permit ramps; 
elevators, turntables and maneuvering areas with reasonable safety, 

The three residential and retail loading spaces are .on the ground level, rather than 
·underground, because of the constraints. on ceiiing height and maneuvering areas, {n the. 
basement. 

(2) Provision of the required number of freight loading and service; vehicles .on-site 
would result in the use. of an unreasonable percentage of ~ound-floor area, 
precluding more desitable uses of the ground floor for retrul, pedestrian. drculation 
or open spates uses. 

Adding the two additional loading spaces. on-site would use an unreasonable percentage of 
the ground ftoor for loading, precluding more desirable ground floor retailf pedeshian 
circulation :and open space uses. 

'(3) A jointly used underground facility with access fo a number of separate. buildings 
and Ilieeting the coll¢ctJ:ve needs f9r frei.ght loading and se:ryice vehicles for all uses 
in the buiJding mvolvec;l,, cannot be provided. 

The freight loq.ding areafot the City office kuilding is not adfar;erit to the resi.ef;ential project's 
. . 

1)ertical circulation, mtikingjoinJ µse of underground lqading facilities :infeasible. 

(4) Spaces for delivery functions fan be prqvlded at the adjacE)h~ <;:µrb without adverse· 
effect on pede.$hian ci:i:citlatio:q, trflnsit operations or general traffic circulatiOn, and 
off-street space permanently reserved for servke vehicles is provided either on:-slte 
or, in the]mmediate vidnjty pf the b:uilding. 
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As confirmed by the Tran~or.l:ation Impact Study conducted.as part of the f;IR, adjacent 
curb space is available in the immediate vicinity of the building to accommodate any peak 
loadfog demand that cannot be accommodated: on-site. 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET TIIB 
CITY'S .HDUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

PolicY.1.8 

Promote mixed use development, tind include housing, paxticularly permanently affordable 
housing, in new commerciaI,in$tit11tion.al or other single use development projel;'ts. 

The Project suppm'fs this Policy. The proposed Project wpuld construd two ni:o:t.0 bµildings, one of which is 
a residential building that wouid contain .approximately 550 dwelling units. Approximqtely ftO ofthe 5$0 
dutelling 1.fnits iob1.ild bepemuinently affoidable. 

Policyl.10 

Supp~rt new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily reiy 
·on public transportation, walking cind bicycling for the majority of daity trips. 

The Project supports this Policy. It is anticipated that because of the. central location of the Project., most 
residents would either walk, bike, or use public transpottationfor daily travel. The Project is less than one 
blockfromMarket Street, with convenient accessfrortt.the propert;t to the, Van Ness MUNI metro station 
and about 15 MUNL lines,, and less than half a mile. from. the :Civic Center BART Station, allowing 
connections to neighborhoods throughout the City; the; East Bay; and' the Peninsula. Additionally, tlie 
Project provides 620 bicycle parking_ spaces (553 Class 1, 67 Class 2) with a convenient, safe $fotage in the 
basement and street levelr encouraging bicycles as a mode of transportation. 

OBJECTIVE 5~ 

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL A.CCESS TO ~V.A)LABLEUNITS. 

Policy5.4 

Provide a range of-unit type~ for all segments of need, and work ta move residents between unit 
types as their needs change. 

· The Project supports this Policy. The Project would create 550 dwelling units; of which 197 (3:6%) .are 
studtas; 146 (27%) are one bedrooms, 19B. (36%) are two.bedrooms and 12 (2%) are three~bedroom units. 
The 110 Below Market Rate unlts·woild l;J.e co.mprised. J>f wsimitar dwelling unitm.ix: 40 (36%) studios,, 
29 (26o/o) on~ bedroom, 39 (35%) two bedroom and 2 {2%) three bedroom units. 

OBJECTIVE 11: 

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

SAN FRANGlSCD 
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Promote the construction and: rehabilitation of well-c:iesigned housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibillty, and innovative design, and respects existing ndghborhood character. 

Policy 11.2 

Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals 

.Policyll.3 

Ensure growth is ;;i.ccommodated without substantially arid ad\rersely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood dtaracter. 

Policyll.4 

Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a ·generalized residential land use and 
de11sityp1anand the General Plan. 

Policy 11.6 

Foster · a seJ.lSe. -Of community tlu'.ough ;trchhectutal design, using features that promote 
community interaction. 

The Project supports these polides. The Project. woul.d create SSO dwelling units in the immediate 11ici:nity 
of existing restdentia~ and office buildings. The Ptoject's design upholds the Planning Departmen.t's 
storefront transparency guidelines by ensuring that at least GO percent of the non-residential; non-historic 
activeftoniages are transparent (meeting Planning Code requirements), better activating South Van Ness 
Avenue, Mission Street and 111h Street. Additionally, the Project provides publically accessible open space 
in the form. ofa mid-black alley, which will be activated with the City's office· building and :ground-fl.oor 
retail space~ 111e '/;iuilding's: architectural design promotes community interaction by i~viting members of 
the public to interact.with the core of the project, literally walldng through the center of the Project site, · 

ORBAN DESIGN. E~EMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

'EMPlIASiS'OF tHE'CHARACTERISTICPATTERN WIDCH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS 
;NEIGHBORHOODS AN' IMAGE, A. SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A . MEANS OF 
OltlENTATION 

Policyl.3 

Recognize that bui1din$S, when seen together, ,rroduce a total effect that characterizes the city 
and its distdds. 

OBJECTIVE 3z 

MODERATION Qr MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY 
Pi\:TTERN, IBE. RESQRUCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHOBRHOOD 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Poiicy3.i 

Promote harmony in !:he visuB..l relationships and 1ransif~ons l;>etweeh new and older buildings. 

:SAN FRANClSCD 
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~elate the .bulk 9£ build,ings to the. prevailing scale: of d~velopment t<:> avpid an. overWhelming or 
dominating appearance ih new constmcticir,1. 

The Project meets the aforementioned objectives and policies by employing de13igtr that both reiates to 
exfati'ng development in the .neighborhood while. afop emphas.b;fog a pattern that gives its neighbqrlioods an· 
image and means of orientafion. The Project. Site is located in a n,eighbarhoad of mid- to high-risei mixed­
use buz1dings both residential and commercial in nature. A cohesfoe design or pattern does not exist;· 
however~ the Project ifJ located at the heart ofthe Hub, which harkens back to a well-known neighborhood 
near the intersections of Market Street with Vaiencia, Haight and Gough Streets. This Profect is consis.tent 
wil:h the desisn .and land use goals of those. proposed in the Hub Area Plan as well as those articulated' in 
the Market and Octavia Area Plan. 

The building's design, with a transparent three-stoty 'volume adjacent to the South Van Ness mid-block 
alky e11trance is inf ended fo .s(!rbe as the main entra11ce to the new C#y office buiWing thai 7.l?ill house a 
num1:!"er of piil,ilic agencies,. inchiding ih.e Department· of Public Wi;i:rks, Deparbnent of Building 
Inspedio'rts, Deparirnent of F.ecrfiiitib11 anif Parks, an?[ the Flamiing Department. The nine~{3fory pod'i.um it; . 
.set back from the shorter thre¢ story volyrtJ.e, with the }$-story tower portion fronting th.e 11,lh S.treet 
frontage, heipfog to moderate between. the adjatt?trt 120-footstructure atone South Van Ness A7Jenue and 
the proposed project .. $i:milarly, the reside:11tia1 podiµm a1ong South Van Ness rises fa four sfdries, for 
appr9;x:imately 80 fee~ before r~$Ji~g t,o itsfilll B9~story height: AJ the' {;orher of ,Missi01i and Soµilt Van 
Niss, #iii.tower p1Jrtion of the res'idential build:ing helps qeµJta gateway to the Hub. 

F¥rther, the Project inciudes the retention of tlie historic clock tower portion of the building most recently 
serving as Goodwill Industries1 sorting faciiity, but, historic.ally as a Coca-Cola bottling plant. The Project 
woiitd: restore the oldpedesfrian-:Zevel windows along Mission. and H iii Street., ,mproving transparency and. 
street~le:uel activation •. Rete.ntion of the, dock tow.er serves as a pisible' transitiOn he.tween old~ and nezver 
. buildings in the neighborhood. 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE i: 

MANAGE ECONOMIC :GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL. CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT, 

Pollcyl.1 

Encourage. development which provides substantial net benefii:s and minitnfaes undesirable 
consequences. Discc>urage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
ca:n:ho± be mitigated. 

Policy 1.2· 

,Assure, thtlt a}} commercial and jndustrial U$e5 meet minimum, ·reasonable p~rfonnance 
st;;i,ndards .. 

Policyi.3 

locate comm~t.cial .and industriaJ ac;tivities accordhtg to a, g~neralized commercial and industrial 

1?.nd us~ plan. 

SMURANCISCO 
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Th!J Proje.ct Supports tlw,le Obj?¢:tives and Pplicies. The Project would add up to 38,000 sqwire feet ofrie:YJ 
comntetcial space in.tended to senie residents in flie building and suttoimding neigh,porhood. Retail is 
enci:iuraged and principa,Uy p¢rmitfotfon the ground floor of bU:il(l.ings in (he Dow:ntoWn.--'General District, 
µ;nd is thus C:on~istent uifth !lCt.ivities in the coinmerdal land «Sf! plitn. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

MEET THE. NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS .ANO VISITORS FOR SAFE! CONVENIENT, AND 
IN'EXPENSIVE tRA YEL WJ:rntN $AN .FRANCISCO ANb :BEIWEEN. THE CITY AND OTHER 
PAR'tS ·OF THE REGION WHILE .MAlNTA:fNING 'IRE HIGH QUALITY LIVING 
ENVIRONMENT OF 1HE BAY AREA. 

Policy1.2: 

Ensure the safety and cqmfort of pedestrians throughout f1le city. 

A primary obfectivit. of .the praposed Projl:!ct is to. ereate P. pedestr{an-oriented en:mronment at the Project 
Site that encoutageJ; wa1king as a principal means of transportaiidn. The, Project is set back .15-foetfrom 
the S~uth Vim Ness ptopefty, provi.ding a generous 37-feot, 1-inch wi.de sidewalk. Wind screens will be 
placed vlong the f;Urb .edge of the :sidwalk wliil,e a canopy attached to the proposed residential tower would 
mt.rid approximately 2Q-jeet, over fhe sld~alk; providing pr.otec:tion to pedestrians against the 
:neighborhood's. windy conditions. A wind canopy is. also planned aI!:mg the Profec:t's Mission Street 
frontage. To impnroe peilest;ri1,m conn!!ctivity, the proposed mid-block aifoy 11,long .$outh Van Nesfi Avenue 
would connect fa a mid-block alley proposed aiong the Missfun Sf;reetfronfage. Finally, the Project would. 
widen the sidewalk along the 111/J Street frontage fo 15-feet, farther improving pedestrian conditions 
around the Project site. 

OBJECTIVE 2: 

USE. UIE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR CIJibtNC: DEVELOPMENT A.NP 
IMPROVING U:ffi EN\TIRONMENT. 

Policy .2.1: 

Use rapid transit and other. transportation improvements in fhe·dty and region as the catalyst: for 
desirabie development, and coordinate new :facilities withpublkand p.riv<t~e development.· 

The Project· would ;promote Objeciive 2 and its associated poltcies by constructing a tesidential building 
withgtoundfloor.r~tail iii theDowntountCore, which is the most transit rich area of'the City. The.Project 
would also feature multimodal wayfi.ifding. signage directing residents' and visitors .to tt<ansiti as well as 
provide transportation infonnation displays that would proriide transit ittformati.on. 

O;BJECTIVE 11: 

ESTABLISH PlffiUC J:;RANSrt AS ·nm PRl:M:A.R¥ MObE OF TR.ANS:PdRTAJ10N tN SAN 
FRANCISCO AND AS' A MEANS THROUGH W:HlCH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
AND tMP.R:OVI;: REGXONA.L lv10BILIU' ANO Am QUALITY. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Encourage development that effici~ntly coordinates lan~ use with transit service, ,reqµiring that. 
developers address transit concerns a$ well as ;tnitigate traffic problern5. 

The Project is foeated within a neighborhood,tich;with pitblic ttansportatidn; those who occupy the two 
proposed buildings are expected to rely heavily on p1tbllc transit, bicycli1% or walking for fhe majority of 
their .daily trips. The project inciudes bicyde parking for 6iO bicycles .(553 Ciass 1, 67 Class 2). Within a 
few blocks of the Project Site, there is an abundance of local and regional transit lines, including MUNI 
bus lines., MUNI Metro raii lines and BART. Additionally such transit lines also provide access to AC 
Transit (Transbay Terminal) and CalTrain. 

DdWNTOWN AREA PLAN 

Objectives arid Policies 

()BjECTIVE 1: 

MANAGE ECONOMIC: GlWWTB AND CHANGE TO ENSURE. ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 

Pollcyl.1 

Encourage development which produces substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
conseque:O.ces. Discourage development which has substantial undesirable consequences which 
cannot be mitigated. 

T'rZ£ Projechvotil4 ltring additional hoU$ing into a neighborhood that is well served by pu'blic 'trctn;$# on the 
edge of IJownfoum, The Ptojeq, would, nof P,isplace a,n.y .housing because the existing str'uctuf:e$ at 1500 
Mission Street cotztain a retc#l 'buflding ffttil. uiareho11se .occupkd by Goodwill Industrief!, 'J]ie Project 
would improve .the existi?tg character of#w n.eighbor}i9qd by a'Pffoating tlte s#ets flir. Stree.t frontag¢ wit]:i 
retail ar.t4 9Jfi¢e y.ses, providing mare "eyef!-on" a citrre1itly rtn µ:ndf!Y,n1ized street, primarily ~eruing as 
vehicil1ar .ingress/ egt:~ss, Aifd#iondlly, tMProjecf would, pro#de reti:til space q(OJ1g the South Van Ness~ 
Mf!Jsum Street and mi4-block alley fr91;tages that woulri con.tribute to the' existing retail· @es in the 
vicinity, while 'C!'eaHng a more pedestriJ:i.11-jriendly en:ojrortmertJ {n tne· imme#ate tiii&hborhood. Tlie 
Ptoje,e;t th'erefore crellte1> iiubstantul,l net bpiefifsfor the City wi,tk ¢ininialufidesfravle consequences. 

OBJECTIVE 7~ 

'ExPAND 1BE SUPPLY DF HOUSING 1N AND ADJAcEN1' Tb DOWNTOWN. 

folicy7:.:.1J 

Promote the .inclusion of housing in downtown commercia.1 developments. 

Policy7~2 

Facilitate conversion of underused industrial and commercial areas to residential use: 

The project site currently contains two buildings - 1.) a 29,{)00 square foot, 30foof-fall building .at 15$0 
Mission. Street containing a Goodwill retail store and offices at th!! second story, and 2J a 57,0f)O square­
foot1 28-foot tall building at 1500 Mission Street containing a larg,ely single-story watehous? pyil(iing :Us(!d 
for processing donated items; The Project would retain a 43-foot deep portion of the warehbu$e building 
i[etermined to be a historic resource of the· Streamline· Modenie style, ivhile demolishing the rest Of the 
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warehouse and the retail! office building qt 1580 Mission Street to cqnstruct two new builr#ngs containing 
approximately .550 dwelling miits rHJd apprqxii;nafely 19.4.;000 square feet of office space ~ 1]taximizing the 
currently underutilized, parcels. 

The Project also includes approximately 38;000 square feet of ground floor totnmerciai spdce1 with .tenant 
spaces -0n along Mission; Street, 1Jtli Street; Soifth Van Ness Avenue; and mid-block alleys; these spaces 
wouJd provide services to the immedia.te neighborhood, and create pedestrian-oriented, active uses on each 
of the frontages. 

OBJECTIVE 16: 

CREATE AND MAINTAIN A1TRA.CTIVE, INTERESTING URBAN STREEtsCAl?ES. 

'Policy 16.4 

Use designs and materials and include amenities at the ground floor to create pedestrian interest. 

The Project woul(l. prmvote Objectiz>e 16 by including a gr.otm4 float retail use an4 mirJ.-HqCk aUeys ui/ift;h 
would promote pedesJrian traffic iz~ the vicinity. 171.e Project 'fa¢uld pt¢vlde ftoot-f1H:eitii;tg, trgnspateitt 
windows in retail spaces~ i'tiviting peil:e1?triim. The sidwa.tk (l.rea sutroU,n1#rtg ~he PtPject Site would be 
landscaped With street trees imd bike ra,(:ks. Jn, ge1iiral, tb/t Project would iJi¢ft:ase the iisefulhess of the are,it 
$ufr.oJincl.ing the Project S!te. ta p¢d¢13tti.aiw att.d bieycli$tii;, b.nptoving connective l:ietwem Mission Street 
and South Vait Ness Atiemie whi1e also er eating tiisuai. interest along the Prof ect1s street frontages. 

MARKET AND OCTAVIA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

Policy 1.1.2: 
Concentrate more intense uses and activities in those areas best served by transit arid most 
ac(::essible on foot. 

Policy 1.2.2! 

Maxim:ize housing opportunities and encourage high-quallty commercial space$ on: ±he ground 

Door. 

The Project is located within rm existing high.density urban contixt and would transform an underutilized 
warehouse a:µd retail! office 1m#ding i.nfo high-density _housing and civic permit center in Jin area tl1at has a 
multltude of transportatlcrn options. The Project includes a mi:t of studio, one-, two~ and three" bedroom 
units, and approximately 38,000 square feet eJj ground floor retait that wl)uld be de11ise.d into a 6 to 7 

s'/fl.alk,r, spaces. 

OBJECTIVE 2.2 

~NCOtJRACE CONSTRUCTION QF RESIDENTIAL IN;FILL THROUGHOUT THE 
PLAN AREA. 

Policy 2.1..2: 
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Ensure a mix of unit size$ is built fu .n~w development and is maintained in existing housing 

stock 

Policy 2.2.A: 

Encourage new housing above ground-floor commercial uses 1n new development and in 
expansion of existing commercial buildings. 

11w proposed Project includes 550 dwelling units and. approximately 38,QOO square feet of ground floor 
retail on the first floor al.ong Mission Street, South Van Ness. Avenue, 111h Street and the proposed mid~ 
block all'ey. The Prpject fnchtdes a mix. of studio; one-; two- and three-bedroimt units; whiCh helps main.fain 
the diven>.ityof the Cityis housing stock. 

OBJECTIVE S;b 

lMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO MAKE IT MORE RELIABLE, ATTRACTIVE, 

CONVENIENT, AND RESPONSIVE TO INCREASING DEMAND. 

Policy S.1.2: 
Restrictoitb ruts on i:ransif-preferenfial str.eets. 

OBJECTIVE s.2: 

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PARKING POLICIES FOR AREAS WELL SERVED BY 

PUBLIC TRANSIT THAT ENCOURAGE TRAVEL }JY PUBLIC TRANSIT AND 

ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION MODES AND REDUCE TRAFFIC CONGESTION. 

Policy 5;2.3: 
Minimize the negative impacts of parking'onneigliborhood quality. 

OBJECTIVE 5 .. 3: 

EtlMINATE OR REDUCE THE NEGATIVE IMPACT OF PARKING ON THE PHYSICAL 
CHARACTERAND QUALITY .OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 

P.olky 5,$.1: 
Encourage the fronts of build.ingS:. to be lined with active uses and, where pat king is provided, 
require that it be: setback and screened from the :street. 

South Van Ness Avenue and.Mis;;.io.n $treet are con;;.idttreil transitcp.rejerential str~f!ts. Accordingly ail off. 
.street parking access, is .along 110i Street. Offs treet wading access would be per;mitted along Mi$sion Stred 
duri11g offpe/1.~ ,traffic tiJ:nes to minimize impacts to pedestrians, transit service, bicycle movement and the 
overall t,rqffi¢ rnav.ement r,nf Mission Stf¢if:. All parking will be locat.e[i be.low grade, tmprp'!Jiiig {he 
Projed.~s llrban design by minimizing street frontages devoted to vehicular «ses. ThE?c street-level design. of 
the Project provides mostly active uses. including 3~1000 'square feet of retail alon$ Mission Street, South 
Van Ness Avenue, 111h Stye~t and tht! mid-blockalleg, 
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8. Planning Code Section 101.l(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires revfow 
of pen:nits for consistetjcy with sa.:id policies. On balance, the Proje(j: cemplies with sa1d pe>licies 
mthat: 

A .. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses .pe. preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident ernpioyment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced. 

The Project supports this policy by providing up fo 38,000.square feet of ground floor retail of varying 
sizes to accommodate a mix of tenants, providing future opportunities of resident employment in and 
ownership of business. . 

B;. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and profeded in order to 
preserve the Oiltural and economic diversity of our rieighborho9d,s. 

The :Pioject would improv.e the e:#sting character of the neighborhood by providih.g mote pedestrian­
friendly uses~ No h.o,using would .be displaced because the existing structures contain :offices, retail and 
warehousing t{ses occupied by Gooiirviil Industries. 7Jie propose!I :r?litil spaces vpry in size and present 
opportunities to small and larger business ownersJ helping to preserqe the cultural and economic 
diversity a/our neighborhoods. 

C. Thatthe City's supply ofaffor<lable housirtg b~preservedand.enhanced, 

The Project enhances the City1s supp~y of affordable housing by providitzgBelOw Market Rtite {inits 
on~site at a rate of20 ptrcenJ of the total constructed units. There is currently no housing on the s#e; 
therefore, no affordable housing wort.Id be Jost as part of this Project. 

Q. That <eo1nmi.Iter traffic not in:\pede :MUNI tri;tosif se,rVi.c~ or overburden our streetS or 
neighborhood parking. 

The Project would not lmp~de MUNI transit si..'nlice or overburden local il>freets or parking. . Th!3 
Project is located a1mig a major transit corridor that would prom.ote rather than. impede the. use of 
MUNI transit service~ Future residents and. empio.yees of the. Project cauiti access both the existing 
MUNI rail and bus services as well as the BART syste-1n. The. Prof ect also provides a sujficfenJ: off.­
street parking for.future residents, employees, and frequenters of the proposed permit center so that 
neighborhood parking will riot be overburdened by the addit.ion of new residents, employees and 
build.ing users. 

E. That a. diverse economic base be maintained by ptotecting ow industrial and service sectors . 
from ;displacement due to commercial -office development, and that future. opportunities for 
resident entployrnent and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. . 

The Project $ife includes warehouse space which is u,sed fa' sort donated items. Accordingly; the Project 
w.ouid not displace industrial or service sectors. 

F. That the City a.chieWs the greatest· possible preparedness to protect against injury )md. loss pf 
life in an earthquakE:!. 

The Pro.feet wilt be con;;i$te1it with th:e City's goal to achieve the g:retrte# possible preparedness to 
protect flgainst injury and lOss of life in an. .earthquake. The building wm be constn{cted in compliance 
with all; current huildtng codes to ensure fl high l.C'ilel of sefamic safety, 

C. That landmarks .and historic buildings be preserved, 

The Project supports this policy by retaining a 43foot deep portion of the warehouse, fo.rmer1y a t;:;o.ca-
Cola bottling plant of the Streamline-MQderne style. · 
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H. That our parks and open .space and their access to sunlight (ll1d vistas be protected from 
development . 

. The Project would cast approxirruitely 23 minMes 9f shadow oiztb ,Pµtricia~ Green during fhe dtites of 
maximum shading, particitlarly during morning hours. It was observed that the park is most. ~ntensely 
used during lunch hours. Accordingly, the adilitfonalshading on Pµ.tricid's Green was.determilled itot 
to create a.significant and unavoidJlble impact, nor adversely impact the use of the park. 

9. The Commission made and adopted environmental ffudings by its Motion No. 19884, which are 
incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein, regarding the Projed description. and 
objedives, significant impacts, significant and unavoidabie. impacts, mitigation measures and 
alternatives, and a statement of overriding considerations, based on substantial evidence in the 
whole record of this proceeding and pursuant to the California Environmental Qualfty Act; 
Sectfon 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the Sah Frartcisrn Administrative Code ("Chapter 
31"}. The Commission adopted these findings as required by CEQA, separ;i.te and apart from the 
Coinmissi01:i" s ce:i;nficatior\ of the Project's Final EIR, which the Commission certified J?rior to 
11dopting the CEQA findings. 

10. The Project is consistent witl:l and would promote the gerteral and specific purposes of the Ctiqe 
ptcriiided uud.er Sect~o:n 101.l(b) ir:i that, as 4es1gned; the :l?r.oj¢ct'Wol,lld cortttibute to:the{ha:racter 
and stabillty of the :Q.eighboi:hooq ~nd Would eons.titute a beneficial <levefopr:nent. 

11, 1'.he Commission hereby £mds that approval of thEt Dpymtown Project Authorization and, Request 
for Exceptions would promote the health, safety and welfare. of the City. 
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DECISION 

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties; the oral testimony presented to this Commission at fhe public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Downtown Project 
Authorization .f\.pplication No. 2014-000362ENVGPAPCAMAPDNX'.SHD :Subject to the foilow!ng 

conditions attached hereto .as "ExHmIT N' in general mnformance with plans on tile,. dated October 6, 
2016 and stamped .,,EXHIBIT B'~, which is incorporated her:ein by reference as though fully set forth. 

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the FEIR and the .record as a whole and 
incorporates by reference herein the CEQA ·Findings contained in Motion No.19884 and MMRP, included 

as Attachment R All required mitigation O:iJ.d improvement measures· iclentified in Attachment B of 
Motion No. 19884 are included as .conditions of approval. 

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Ariy, aggrieved person may appeal t.his Section 309 
Determination of Compliance and .Request for Exceptfons to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) 
days afterthe dale of this Motion. The effective date of this Motion shall he the date of this Motion if 
not appealed OR the date pf the decision of the Board of Appeals if appealed to the Board of Appeals. 
For further information, please. contact the Board of Appeals in person at 1650'MissionStreet, Room 
304!o Sal\ Francisco, CA 94103, or call (415) 575-6880. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may profest any fee or exaction subject to 'Government Code Section. 

66000 that is. imposed as a condition or approval by foilowin&' the procedures 'Set forth in. Government. 
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 6ti020.(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional. approval ·of the development 
reforertdrtg the challenged fee ot exaction. .Pot purposes: of Government Code Section 66020, fhe date of 

1mpq?ition of th~ fee sh;i11 J;:>e the d?Je of the ¢a,rffest discre\lonary, ~pproval by thi;: City of th~ subject 
development. · 

If the City has not previously given Notke of an earlier discretionary approval of the projecti :the 
Planning Commission's adoption of this Motion constitutes con:diti9hal approval of the 4evefopment and 
the Cify hereby gl:\1es NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Gov~rnent Code Section .66020 has: 
begun. If the City has already given Notice, that the 90·day approval period has begun for the subject 
development, then this docilmertl does 11ot re-commence the 9Il~day appmval periqd. 

I ~tet 'certii ~he Pfunnfug Om>missionADOPTED the forego9J Motion on Marcli23, 2017. 

\. . .· ..... ' \;_) 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSENT; 

ADOPrEO: 

SAN FRANCISCtr 

Richards, Fon,g, )ohnsoii, Koppel, Moote 

None 

HilliS, Melgar 

March 23, 2017 
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EXHIBIT A 

'Utls authori.iation is for a Downtown l'rojecf Aitthori:zatiori and llequest for Exceptions relating to a 
Project that would demolish the. existing 1580 Mission Street building,. retain and rehabiiitate a portlon of 
the existing 1500 Mission Street building,. and demolish the remaining' portions on the 1500 Mission 

building to construct a mixed-us,e i:.levelopmehtwith two components: a:n approximateiy ({)7,200-square­
foot, 396-foot-tall ( 416 feet to the top of the parapet) residential and retail/i-esfaurant building a't the, 

corner of South Van Ness Avenue and Mission Street ((/Retail/Residential Building"); .and an 
approximately 561,300-square-fobfj 227-foot-taJi (257 £eet t() the top or the parapet) Qffice and permlt 
center building for the City and County of San Francisco ("City"') on ilth Street between Market and 
Mission Streets ("Office Building") with .a mid-riBe extendin,~ west to South Van Ness. Avertue·putsuant 

to Planning Code Sections 309., ;148, and 161 on ASsesso:r's Block 3506, Lot$ 006 and. 007 witf\iri.the C:-3'-G; 
Downtown-General Zoning Oistrict and the proposed 1$00 Mission Street $pedal Use District ;md the 
proposed 130/400-R-3 and 85-X Height and BulkDi'stricts; in general conformance with plans dated 
March 9, 2017, and stamped ,;EXBIBIT B" included fa the docket for Case no.. 2014-
000362ENV GPAPCAMAPDNXSHD and subject to cQriditions of approval :reviewed an:d approved by . 
the Commission on Mardi 23, 2017 under Motion No. 19887 .. The proi:msed Project includes a proposed 
Zonfrtg Map amendment. and Planning· Code text amen~ment to create the 1500 Mlssion Special tJse 
District tq Supersede the Van Ness & Ml;l.tket DmViltpwn Residential special Use District designatioil to 

reclassify heif?ht :and b.ulk on the Project site to 85-;X,. l30j2/IO~R-3 and 130/400-R:-3, and a proposed 
amendmentto Planning Code Section 270 associated with bulk limitatfons, allowing for an exceedance of 
the clirrent Height and J3ulk bistrid limitations, additiohaf off-street parking, a:nd offk~ space above the: 
fourth floor. The proposed Residential/Retail Building wiiL consist Qf a 39•story residential apartment 
towet containing approximately 550 dwelling units over up to 38f000 gross square feet of ground floor 
retail/restaurant space, and below grade parking for 300 vehicles and, 247 bicycles. The ptop~sed Office 
Bullding will cqnsJst of a J6Jstofy towiR co~isfihg of 567,300 sq4ate feet -0£ office space, of which 464,000 
count towards Gross Floor Area, containing various City departments, a pe.nnit center and .a childcare 
facility and below grade vehide parking for 120 vehides and 306 okycles. This authorization: and the 

conditions c911tairted here1rt run with tpe pr-0perty and not with a parti¢lllat Project Sponsor, business, or 
operator, 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project .the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order fher:ecordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Rec.ord~r 
pf the Cj:ty and Cottnty <?f Sap. F'.rancisco for the $\Jbj~qt pi:operty. This Notice shall s.ta,te thatthe project is 
subject to the conditions of approval conta1ned herein and reviewed and approved by the· Planning 
Commission on March 23~ 2017 under Motion No. l9S87. 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL bN PLANS 

The c0nditions of approval under the 'E.xhibH .A' of this Planning Cnm:n;:tission ;M:ot~on No. 19887 shall J?e 

teprodu~ect on ~he Index Sheet of co)isttuct1on pl~ns ~ubmitted with the Sit~ pt Building p~~:I; 

application for the .. Project. The Index Sheet 0£ the. constru~tion plans shali reference to the Downtown 
Project Authorization and any subsequent amendments or. modifications. 
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The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes an:d requirements,. If any dause, sentence,. section 

or any part bf these conditions 0£ approval is for any reason held. to be il\valid, such :invalidity shall !iot 
affect 01: impair other remaining clauses, .sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. ;'Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent 

.responsi'.ble party. 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

Changes fo tl1e approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator. 

$.ignificant changes and moclificatit>ns of conditions sh.ill require l?lanning Commission apprnval of a 
ne>-V Downtown Project Authorization. 
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and ,Reporting 

PERFORMANCE 

L Vp.lidity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 

from the date that the Planning Code text amendment(s} and/or Zoning Map ainen<lment(s) 
become effective. The Department of Building Inspection shall have fasued a Buildjng Permit or 
Site ·Permit to construct the project and/or commence the apP,roved use within this three-year 

period. 
For information about compliance{ contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depar~ent at 415-575-6863, 
tlnuw.sf.-plannittg.org 

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of 'this Authorization by filing an 
applfr:ation for art amendment to th~ original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. 'Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and dedine to withdraw the permit 
app Ii cation, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the AuthoriZatlon. Should the Commissi9n not revoke the Authorization :following the closure of 

the, p_uh)ic h~aring, the Co:mm1ssion shall deferrnine the ext¢nsion of time for the c9ntinued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For inj(mnation dbout compliance{. .con.tad Codi Enforcement, Planning Deparhnent at 415-575-6863, 
W'lvw.sfplannintorg 

3. Diligent Pitrsuit. Once a sife or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 

within th~ titi;Iefl;ame required by t~1e Department of ;I?ui1ding Inspection <'in4. l:ie contirille<;l 
d,iligel'ltly to ¢oin,pletioJ,1... Failure to do so sl:lq,ll be grotfud~ for the, Co:mm~ssfon to. consi:der. 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since the.' date that the Planning 
Code text amertdrrtent(s) artd/or Zoning Map atnendment(s) became effective. 
For fnforniqtl.on about compliance, contact Code Enforceme1tt; Plttn1ii11g Depq,rtme.11t at 4;1:5-575-6863, 
·urww.~f.pianni11g.org 

4. Extensiort. All time limits. ht the preceding ifu:ee paragraphs may be extended af the d.istretion of 
the Zoning Adm!nisttatpt Where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency!' an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the, length-0£ time. for whiCh suchpublic agen.cy, appeal or 
.challenge has caused delay . 

.Fat infonn.aiiofl (tbout compliance; contact Code J£nfdt{i~ment, .Plq,nnirtg t>epartmmt at 415-57$-6863r 
www.sfptanning.ori 

5; Conformity with Current Law. No applicaHort for Building Permit,, Site Permit, or other 

entitlement shall be approved unless it compHes wJth all applicable provisions of City c;ode$. in 
effect -at the time of such approval; 
For i'nfimnatiOn about compliance, contact Coik Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575"6B631 

www.sfplannitrg.ori 

6. Prlonty Processing. Jhis Project was enrolled into the Priority Processing Program, as a. Type. 2 
Project, pursuant to Ditedor' s Bulletin No .. 2. 
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For infarmation about .compliance, cDntact the Caie Planner, PlannEng Department at 415-558-63]8, 
www.sfplanning.org 

7. Floor Area Ratio. Pursuant to the Floor Area Ratio limits (FAR) per Sections 123- and 
249.33(b)(6.)(B),- which apply to projects within the 1500 MIBsiort Street Special Use District, the 
Pn~ject is reqirired .to make a payment in to the Van Ness and Market Residential Special J,Jse 

District Affordable Hous)ng Fund for floor area that exceeds the base FAR of6.0il and up to a 
maximun;i FAR of9.0:1. For'.portions of the Project that exceed an FAR of9.0:1, payment into the 
\J'cm Ne$.S and Market Neighborhood ]hfrastrµctute Fee. . 

·For information about .compliance, contact the. Plarming Department aJ 415-558-6378, www~sf­

planning: org 

8. Mark.et Octavia Community Improvements Fund. The Pmject is subject to the Market and 
Octavia Community Improvements Fee,. as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 421. 
For information abotJ,t compliance, tc>n(act the Case Planner~ Planning bepart111erit at 415-558~6378, 
unow.sfplanning.org 

9, Market Odavfa Affordable 'ffonsing Fee. !1le Project is subject to the Mark~.t and Octavi'l 
Affordable Bousing Fee, as :applicable; pursuanHo Planning Code Section 416 .. 
For infi:mnatia1i about ·compliance; .contact the Case Planner; Planning Department .at 415-558-'6378, 
www.sf·plan;ning.org 

10: Market and Octavia - Yan Ness &- Market Street' Affordable Housing .Fee. The Project is 
subjectt~ the Market an<;!. Octavia -Van Ness & Market Affordable Housing Pee1 as applicable, 
_pursu.ant to .P.lanning Code Section 424,3; 
For information about compliance; contact the Case Planner, PlanningDepartment at 415-558-6378, 
www.~f'planning.org 

11. Improvement and Mitigation Measures. fu1proveinent and Mitigation measures described .in 
the MMRP attached as Attachment 'B of the CEQA Fmdirtgs contained 'in Motion No. L J 
assotiated w1th. the Sti.bject P;I"oj¢ct are necessary to <\Vo1d potential signifrcarit impacts and 
further rec:h~ce less-than-significant impacts of the Project .and have been agi'eed to by the Frnject 
Sponsor. Implementation of the Improvement and Mitigation measures is a condition of Project 
approval. 
Fo.r information about compliance, contact CQdf! Enforcement; Planning D¢partment ,at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfpfanning.org. 

ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION - NOISE ATTENUATION CONDITIONS 

Chapter 116 Residential Projects. The Project Sptmsor shall comply with the "Recommended Noise 
Attenuation. Condition$ for Chapter 116 Residential Projects," 'Which were rec<Jmmended by the 
Enfertainment Comrriissioi1 on August 25, 2D15. TI1ese conditions state; 

12, Conmntitlfy Outreach. Project Sponsor shall indude i~ its ctimmunity ou±rei:ldt process any 
pusiriess¢'s located wjfuir\ 300 fo~t of the proposed project tha,t operate between the. hows of 9PM 
and SAM: Notice s,hall be. made: in person; written or electronic f9r:m, 
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13, Sound Study~ :Project sponsor shall c:onduct an acoustiq1l soµnd sl;Ud.y1 which shall inc:lude 
sow.)d readings taken:. when perforim+nces are taking place at the, proxhn<!.te .Places of 
Entertainment, as well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at dosing fu'ne. Readings 
should be t;Iken at ioc<iitions !:hat most. accurately capture sound from the :Place of Entertainment 

·to beE;t uf their ability. Any reconunendation(s) in the sound study regarding window glaze 
ratings and soundproofing mateiiafs including but not limited to walls, doors, roofing;, etc. shall 
be given highest consideration by the project sponsor when designing and tmilding the project. 

14 .. Design Considerations. 
a. During design phase, project sponsor shall consider the entrance and egress location and 

paths of travel at the Place(s) of E11.fertainment in desi~h$' the location of (<!) any 
entrance/e.gress for the residentfalbuilding·and (b) any parking garage in the building. 

b, Iri designing doors, windqWs~ and othe! openings for the te.sidential building, project 
spQnsor $hould consider the POE;s operations and no1se dU:rir:ig all hours of the day and 
night. 

15, Construction Impac~s. Project sponsor shall conun:trnitate with adjacent qr nearby Place($) of 
Entertainment <'!.~ to the coils@ctiort schedule, daytime and, nighttime, and !:onsicier how this 
schedule and any storage of construction materials may impact the.POE operations. 

16, C:<immµrtieatioh. Project Sponsor $hall ma;k~ a.. ¢ell phone nui11ber available to Place(s) P.£ 
EntertaJnment management during ;:i.ll ph<;l$es of development throµgh construction. ht addition, 
a line of communication sh:Ould be created; to ongoing ouiiding management throughout the 
occupation phase and beyond. 

DESIGN- COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 

17. Fili.al Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to. work with Pla;rining Department on the 
building des.1gn. :Prow n;iaterials, glazing; colo:f, textur¢, landscaping {including ropf deck 

hmdscaping)~ and detailing shall l:>e subject fo Uepar!:ment staff revlew and approvai. The 
architectural addenda shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Department prior to 
issuance. 
For infonnation t.lbout cqmpliance; contact the Ca!!e l?liinner, PlariNmg 0¢partnievhit 415~5$'$~6378,, 

1K Garbage, composting and recycling storage~ Space for the collection artd storage of garbage, 

~omposting, artd recyc)ing shall be provided ,yithin ¢idose4 areas O!l .. the property and cl~aily 
labeled and illustrated on the Site Permit pfans:, Space for the c61lection and S.torage of recydable 
and. compostable materials. that me.ets the siz.e, location, accessibility and other standards 
specified by. the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the :ground level of fue 
buildings. . 
For information about cmnpliance, c-0ntact the Case Plq.riner; Planning Department at 415~558-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

19. Rooftop Mechanical tiquipmenl Pursuant to Pianning Code 141, W l?i:pject Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan to the .Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the ar<ehitecturai 
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addendum to the Site Permit applieation. Rooftop mechruiicaI equipment; lf illlY is proposed .as 
part of the Projed:i is required to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the 

roof level of the subje¢1: building. 

for inforritation abput compliance, contact the Case Plattner.1 Plannitig Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf planning.or¥ 

20. Lightl.ng Plan. The Prciject Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning 
Department prior to Planning Departntent approval of the architectural addendum to the site 

permit application. 

:For infomtation tibout conipliani:et ~ontact the Ca.Se Planner; Planning J)epartment at 415-55/J:-6378, 
www.sfplanning~org 

21. Streetscape Plan. Putsu(:lnt to Planning Code Sectfon 13K1; the Project Sponsor_ shall continue to 
work with Planning Department staff, in consultation with other City agencies, to refine the 
design and progratnmi:ng of: tl}e Streetscape Plart so that the plan generally meets the standarQ_s 
of the Better StreeKs Plan, and all t;i:pplical:>le City standards. The Project Sponsor sh;;i.11 complete 
final design of all requfred S!;l:eet im,rrovements, including procuremenJ of relevant City permits, 
prior to issuance of fitst architectural addenda, and shall complete ci;>rtstruction o{ all requi:r:~ 

stre~ imptov~ent$ prlor to is$uance of first temporary certificate -of oceupancy. 
For in.formation about compliance, contact the Case Planner,· Planninf?, Department at 415-SSS-6378, 
www.sfplanning.org 

22. Open Space Provision -· C-:S Districts. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 138, 'the Project 
Sponsor shall continue to work with Plahtring Deparl::O:ienf staff fo refme the· design and. 

programming pf the prtl:>lic open spi').ce sq that the open space generally me¢:ts the stm.i.\iards of 

the Downtown Open Space Guideiines in the Downtown Plan of the General Plan. 

For information. about compliance~ contact the Case Planner, Planning Df1?artment at 415-558:-6378~ 
www;sfplanning.drg· 

23. :Open Space Plaques - C.:3 Districts. Pursuant to Planning Code Section.138, the Project Sponsor 
shall install the required ;priblk open space plaques at eaC.h .office building en~ce ht<;l:uding the 

standard Cjty logo identifyfug it; the hours open ~o the pµ:l:>li¢ and ~on tact fofortnation for 

building management. The plaques shall be plainly visible from the public sidewalks on Mission, 
South Van Ness and 11th Streets :and shall indicate that the open :space is accessible to the public. 

Design pf i:he plaques shall .ujjJjZ~ the standard t¢rnpll<ltes proV:icled by the PIW:uiing D~artmertt, 
as available, and shall be approved by the Depar!:rrlent staff prio:tto mstallation. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning; Department at 415~558-6378~ 
iO'Wlo.sf--pla1ming.org 

24. Signage. 1he Project Sponsor shall :develop a sfgnage program for the Project whkh shall be 

subject. to review and approval by Planning Dep~~ent staff before submitting any· building 

perrni~ for to,nStruction o( ;the Project. ,All subsequent sign pe:rmits sh~ll conform ~o the 

approved signage: program; Once approved by the Department; the signage, program/plan 

infomtation ·shall be .submitted and approved, as part of the site permit for the Project. All 
exterior signage shall be .designed fo corrtplhneht~ not compete w1th, the existing architectural 
character and atchitect:Ural features of the bull<ling. 
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FQr infonnation about compliaiu:e, contact the Case Ptmin~, Elanning Department .at 415-558-6378, 
www;sfplanning.org 

25. Transf.ormerVault. The location of U;idividu?-1 pi;oject PG&E 'fransfonrter Vault instalfations ha:s. 
significant effects to· San Francisco streetscapes when 1mproperiy located. However; they may 
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the, Planning 

Department recommends the foll1;rW:il.ig preference schedule ~n loa;ittng new i;tansformer vaults, 
in order of most to least desirable: · 

a.. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a gara~ or other access point without use of 

separate -doors on a groun<l :floor fa~a4e facing, a public righN:i£-way; 
b. On-site, in a driveway~ underground; 
c. On-site, above ground, screened from vi~w, other than' a ground floor :fo~ade facinS a 

public right-of.-way; 
d.. Public righf-of-way, underground, under. sidewalks with a m:lnimum Width of 12 fe¢t, 

avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as· street trees; and based on Bettel' Streets 
Plan guidelines; 

e~ Public :tight~of-way, underground; and ba5ed o:n E¢tterStreets Plan guidelines; 
f. Public right-of-way, above ground, s.cr~ned from. view; and based on Better Streets Pian 

guidelines; 

g, On-site, in a ground flool' fa~a,de (th~ le3?t d~irable lqcation). 
h. Unless other.wise· specified by the Planrung Departm¢nt; Department o,f Publk Work's 

Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this prefer€Ilce schedule for 
all new transfot:wer vauJt instaflation requests. 

For information ~baut :eompl~nce, i::a,ntqct Bureau of Street Use nttd MflPping, Departmei-it of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810, http:i!sfdpw.org 

26. Overhead Wiring,. the :P:rope;rty owner will alfow MONI to in$tall eyebolts :tn the fmilding 

adjacent to its e1ectric streetcar line to supl?.ortits overhead wfre system if requested by MUNT or 
MTA. 
F.or hifatmation about compliance, contact San· Ftancisc(l Municipal Railway {Muni), Srm ·Francisco 
Munidpti.l Ttaµsit.Agency (SFMTA), at 415-701-4500; mli.~fmta.org 

27. Noise, Ambient. Interior occupiable spaces shall be insulated ft<>rrt ambient noise levels. 
Specifically, in areas. identified ,Py the Envi:rotili1ental Protectfort Element, 1\1ap1, "Backgi::ou:nd 
Noise Levels," or the 'General Plan that exceed the tlu'esholds of Article 29 m the Police Code, 
new developments shall install and maintain glazing rated lo a level that. insulate interior 
occupfable areas. from Background Noise and comply withTitle 24. 

Fot informapwr; qboirt compliance, -ton.tact' f.he Environmental Health Section, Department of Public 
Health at.(4.15) 252-38J)Q, r:oww.sfdph.org 

28. Noise. flans subrri.iti;ed with the building permit applkatibn for ±he approved project shall 
hi:corporat¢ in;:oustfoal $nsulafi:on. and othet scit;irid proofing measure$ tp cqn'tfcil noise. 
For ;i.nformation about compliaµce, contact the <;ase Planner, Planning D~artJnent at 415~558~6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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29, Odor Control Unit. In. order. to enslire any significant noxious or offensive odol'S are prevented 

from escaping the premises once the ·projeet is operational, the· building permit application to 

implement the project shall inc;Jude <ii! d~aning or odor control equipm~~. details and 

manufactUtet specifications on. the plans. Odor ·control <luctmg shall rtot be applied to the 

primary fa~ade cif the buildin~. 
For infonnation about compliance, i;ontact the :Case Planner, Plan1ting Department at 415-fj~B.:6378, 
www.sf.-planning.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

30. Parking for Affo:rdable Units. All off~street parking spaces shall be made available to Project 

.residents only as a separate "add-on" option for purchase or rent and shall :not .be bu11dled with 
any Project dwelling unit for the Ill~ of the dwelling units. The reqillred parking spaces may be 

made available to residents wifufu: .a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units 

pqrsuantto Planning Code Se.ct1ort 415 $hall have equal access to u$e of the parking as the tnarl<:et 
rate units, with parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwel1irig unit. 
Each unit within the Project: shall have the Jirst right -Of refusal to rent 'OT purchase a parking 

space µntil the ntirnber 9£ tesldential parking spaces are no longer available; Nq cpnqitiorts may 

be placed on thep:urchase or rental of dwelling units, nor·may homeowners rules be establlshed, 

which ptevent or preclude the separation of parking spaces from dwelling units. 

For infarmai:ion a.bout cqmpliance, cdntact Cod¢. Enfprc(!nt.enJ, Planning Depa.rii1J¢nt a.t 41.!f-575-6$63, 
www.sf:-plannlng;org 

· 31. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Pl;;i.nning Code Section i5l.i, the' Project shall provide no more 

than one parking space per two dwelling units as ofright. With $50 dwelling unit~, -38;000 square 

feet o( reWl and apprqxitlla~ely 4(54,000 square f~t of office u&es, a n:mxmm:tn of 430 spaces and. 
2,660 square feet devoted to off-street pa:tl<iti,g spaces (approxii:riatdy 14 stalls) 1s. principruly 
permitted· per Plarming Code Section 151 and the proposed 1500 Mission Street Specil'!l Use 

District. The Project Sponsor will proyide 409 off~streef parking spaces plus 6 t~aI-share spaces. 

The Pr9je¢~ must alst» comply wiili. Building Code r~ul:rements wil:h. respect tQ patl.<lng ;Spa~es 

for persons with disabi1ities. 
For information about compliance~ contact Code Enforcement~ Planning Department at 415~575-6863, 
www.~f.-planning.org 

-32. Off-street Loading. Pursuant fo Planning 'Code Section.152.1,. the Project ·Shail provide 8 off­

street lpading ~ace, three (ofthe 5 required spaces) 'of which will be provided atgrade aq::essibie 

from fue, mid~block alley along Mission Street for the Residential and Retail Uses and an 
equivalent of five below grade spaces for the Office Use .. An. exception pursuant to Plannmg 
Code Section 309was attained for two requi'recl, off-street loading space that are nbt provided on­

stte. 
For fn/ormation: a~out compliance;- contact Code Enforcement, Planning Dep.artment at; 415-575-6863~ 
W'WfJ).sf-plannirtg.org 

33,, Car S}1~e. Pursuant to Pla:ml1ng Code Se<:;tlon 166, no less th<tl\ :sb< car share spaces shwi J;ie 
made available, at no cost{ to a certified car share organization .for the pur:eoses or providing car 

share services for its service subscribers. 
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For information abo'l{t compliance, cont1Jct Code. Enforc~ent, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www~sf-planning.org 

34, Bicycle Parking (Mixed~Use: New Commercial/Major Renovation and Residential). Pursuant 

lo Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155~4,. and 155.,5, the' Projed shall provide no fewer than 310 
Class 1 spaces (213 stalls for Residential Use, 92 stalls for Office Use and 5 sfa.Us for Retail Use) 

ani'l 54 CJass 2 spates (28 Stalls fo:r; Rei?idential Use, 1i stalls. for Ofnc¢ Use, and 1$. stalls for Retail 

Uses). 

For information about compliance, contact Cbde Enforcement~ Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
wwzv.sf-plannfng.org 

35. Showers arid Clothes Lockers. Pursuant fo Planning Code Section 155.3, the Project shall 

prov::ide no fewer than fpur showers and 24. lotkers for the Office Use and one shower and six. 

lockers for the Retail Use~ 
For information about compliance, :contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
unv:w:~f~planning.or{f, 

36. Managing Traffic Puring Construction.. The Project Sponsor and construction contrador(s) 
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit. Divisions of fue San Francisco 

Municipal 'J;'ransportation Agency (SFMTA), the Pollce Department, :the. Fire bep(irtm.ent, the 

Planning Department,. and other construction contractor(s) for any conc.u.rrent n.earby Projects. to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects. during mnstruction of the Project . 

.f'or fnformation abouf compliance, contact Code f;ttforcei:nent, Planning Deparfmen.t at 415"515-6$63, 
www.sfplann.ing,org 

37. Transport.ation Demand Management (TDM). Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169, the 
Project shall tinalize Ji TDM l?lanprior to the 'lssµance of th¢. first Buifdihg Permit pr Site Permit to 

-construct the project and/or commence the approved uses. The. Property Owner, and a.11 
successors, . ..shall ensme ongoing -compliance with the TOM· Pro&ram for the life of the. Project~ 

which .rnay include providing a, IDM Coordinator, providing \le<;ess to City staff fqr site 
inspecti9rts!' .submitting appropriate documentation, _paying application fees associated wi\:h 
:required monitoring and reportin& and other actions. 

Prior to the i::;sua:Qte of the first Bui14ing Permit <Ot' Site .Fermif, the Zqning Adtnirtistrator shall 
approve and order the recprdation of a Notke in the Official Records of the. RilcO:rder. of the City 
and County of San Francisco for the. subject properly to document compliance with the TDM 

Program. This Notice :shall provide the finalized TOM f'lan for the P:r.ojed, :including the relevant 

details associated with e<1d;1.TPM measure included in the I'lap., as we1l as assooiat~d monitcYrin_g, 
repo;rting; and compliance reqµir~tiients. 
Far infonnati01t about compUtmce, contact. the Case Planner,. Planning Department at 415-.558--6378~ 
www .sf-planniti~\org 
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38. Anti-Discrlminatocy Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the· Anti­

Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.6l. 
f()1' information about compliam;e, contact the Case Pla1i.tid; flµ1111,ing Depariment at 41f?~55S-6378; 
www.sfplanning.org 

39. Ffrst Source Hiring. Tue: Projetl shall adhere to the tequirerhents of the First Source Bidng 

Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the: First Source Hiring 

Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m)' of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor 

_shall comply with the requirements of this-Program regarding construction worlc artd on-gmng 
employment requfred fof the Pi"oj~. · · 
For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hirin$ Manager at 415-581-2335, 
www.onesta:pSF~org 

40. Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(TSF), as applica:ble, pursuant tq planning Code Section 411A,. 

For infonnation about cbmpliance, contact the Cas.e Planner, Planning Department. at 1!15-5$8.:()378_, 
www.sf-planning_.ori 

41. Child Care Fee - Residential The Project is subject. to the Residential Child Cate Fee, as 

applicabfo, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A. 
For frtfermaticm about compliance, ¢ontact the Case Planner, Plannfng Department µt 415~558-6378., 

, 'lD11.rw.sfplcinning.org 
Affordable Units. The followingi:nclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are: those in effect at the 

thrte of Planning Commission: action .. In the event that the requirements change, the Project Sponsor shall 

comply-wffri.fhe requirements in place at t}\e time of.iss:uance 9~ fir11t construction dotument, 

42. Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3, the Project is required to 
provide 13.5% of the proposed dwelling µnits as affordable fo qualifying householdS. The Project 

. . 

conta'ins,550 Units; therefore, 74 affordable units are currently required. The, Project Sponsor will. 
fulfill this .requirement by providing the 110 affordable units on-:site,. exceeding .Planning Code 

requirements. If the number of market-rat~ units change, the number of required affordable units 

shall be D;1,odifie4 acc:ordjngly with written approval from Plannmg Pepartment st#f in 
consu'Itation with th:e Mayor's Offke of Housing and Co:rnmunity Development (''Moi-ICD"). 
For information about complianc~, contact, the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
wtvW:sfplanning.org or the Maypr's Offic~ ofHousfng and Commutiity Development at 415q01·:55()(); 
unvw.sf-moh.org. 

tf3. Unit Mix. The Projec:;t contains 197 studios, 146 one-bedroom, 19~ hy:o-be<;lroom, aµd 12 three-­
bedropm 'llllits; therefore, tl;te requirep affordable \]nit :mix is 40 i;;t:Udios, 29, one-bedroi;>m, ;39 twn· 
bedroom, and 1 three-bedroom units: If the market-rate Ul\It mix ~hanges1 the affordable unit miX 

will be modified accordingly with written approval from Planning Department staff in 
consultation withMOHCD~. 
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For information. about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Phmning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www:sf.-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housin$ and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
r.vW'W.tf moh.org. 

44. Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated ·on a :reduted set of plans recorded as a 

Nonce of Special Restrictions. on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction 

permit 

For information about compliance1 contact the Case Planner; Planning Department .at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-plannirtg.org or :the Mayor's Office of Housin$ and Commutzif:y Development at 415-7D1~5500, 
WUJW.~f~moh.org .. 

45. Phasing. If any building penni:t is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project Sponsor 

shall have designated not less than 13.S percent (13.5%)1 or the applicable per.centage as disc;µss.ed. 
above, of the each phase's total number of dwelling units as on-site affordable units. 

For information ab.out compliariCe;. ci:rntact the Case Planner" Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-ptanning.org or Jhe; Mayor's Office of HQµsing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sfmoh.org. 

46. Duration. Under 'Planning Code Section' 415.$;- all units constructed pursuant to Section 41$.{), 

mus~ remain affordable to qualitying households for the life o£ the project. . 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner~ Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
WWw.~f~planning.orgor'fhe Mayor's Office of Housing and Community D&>elopmerit at 415-701-5500, 

www.~f;;moh.org. 

47~ 'Other Conditions. The P.i:oj~ct is subject to the requirements of the In:chrsionary Affordable 
I:Io1;tsh;1g P.rogtan1 tind$: .Secdon 41Ei et :;~q. ot the J;lp.nning Co1;le artd City artd (County of $an 

Francisco Indusionary Affordable Housing Ptpgram :Monltoring and Prqc:edures M~t,i.al 
("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as, ainl:lnded from tfut~ to time, iS incorporaled 
herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Plannii,lg Commission, and as required by 
Plannillg Code~ Sec:;tion 415. Terms use<;! in. these <\>nditions of approval and .not Othe:rWise 
defined shall have the meanings set forth in the ,Pr-0cedm;es .:Manual. A c.qpy of the Procedures 
Manual can be obtained at fue MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning 
Departmentor MOHCD websites, including on the internet al: · · 

http:/(sf~plann:lng.ortfModules/ShowDocument.aspx:? documentid=4451. As provided in the 

I:hclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable l'rocedures Manual is the manual fa 
effect at ±he time the subject units are made available for sale. 

for tnfonnatitnt aboui compliance; cqntact tht( Case Pl@1ier, Plartmng Department at M5-5$1f-G378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office <!f Housing f;lfld Community [)ever9pment at 415-701-5500, 
1.vw.w.~f-moh.arg. 

a,. The affordable u:nit(s) shall pe designated on the building :plans pdq:r to the jssuance of tlie 
first conshuction perm.lt by the bepai:tinent Gf l3uiiding Inspection e'bBi;t). The .affordable 
unit(s) shall {1) reflect the unit .size mix in number of bedrooms of the market rate units, (2) 

be toni:;~cted, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate 
units, and (:3) be \:lVenly distributed tbroughqi:lt the loW~r 2/3 .of the building, :a& m.easuted by 
the number of floors per :Pianriing Code Section 415.$(c); and (4) be of comparabfo overall 
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quality, constructiOn and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the prindpal project. 

The ID.tenor features in: :affordable units should be generally the same as those· of t'11e market 
units in the principal project; but nee<,l hot pe the same make, D;l.<)de1 o;r type pf Such item .as 
long they are of good and new quality and are consistent with then-current standards for 

new housing; Other spedfic standards fo:r on-'Site units are outlined in the Procedures 
Manual. 

b. l£ the units m the building are offered for rent, t1;Ie affordable urtit(s} shall be rented fo low­

income households, as defined in, the Planning Code and P.roi;;t:!dtltes Manl,.ta}, The )tiitj.al and 
subsequent rent levd of such units shall be caku:Iated according to the Procedures. Manual. 

Limitations 0n (i) occupancy; (ii) lease changes; (ill) subleasing, ~d; are set· forth in the 
Inclusionary Afford:ableHousing Program and the Procedures Manual. 

c. The Project Sponsor is ;responsible for following J:he, ,m,arket:ing; reporting; an9 :irtonito:dng 
requi,rements .;ind. procedures as :;et forth in the P;ro.cedbies M$1uil. MOHCO shall be 
responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of affordable units. The Project 

Spo~or must contact MOHCb at least six rnonl:hs prior to the beginning' of marketing for. 
anyunit'jn the building. 

d. Required parkin& spaces shall be made available to initial l;myers or renters of affordable 

uni.ts according to the l'rocedures Manual. 

e. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, .the Project 

Spi:>nsor shall ;record a Notice of Special ;Restdction on the property' that 'contiins these 
conditions or approval and a reduced set ,of plans that identify the affordable units .satisfying 
the requirements of this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a: copy, cof the 
recorded Nof;i:ce of Spec;ial Restric;tion tg the Deplll'.in:ifm.f and tq MOH CD .or its S11.CCe$sCif, 

L The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that 1t ,is eligible for the On-site Affordable Housing 
Alternative uncier Planning Code;5ection 415.6 iri~tead of payment0f the Affordable Housing 
Fee, and .ha$ submitted the Affida:qit of Compl1ance with the· lnc:lusionary Affordable Housing 
Program: Planning Code Section. 415 to th(;l Plannmg Department :stating the intention to enter 
into· an agreement with the City to qualify for a waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental 
Housing Ad based upon the proposed deri$i:ty b1;mus artd c:qncessipns (as defined in 
California Government Code Section 65915 et seq.) ptovicled herein. The Project Sponsor has 
executed the Costa Hawkins 'a$:teement and wili record a Memorandum of A&reernent prior 
to issuance. ·of the first constructio1i document or must revert payment of the Affordable 

Housing Fee. 

g. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housin$ Program 

requirement,: tlJ.e Pfredor q£ DB1 $hall deny wiy ~nd all site or building permits or certifaates 
ofoccupancy for the devclopment project until the Planning Department notifies. the Director 
of comrliance; A Project Sponsors failure to comply with the requirements of Planning Code' 

Section 41~ et seq~ shall ,i;onstitute cause for the City to: record a lien against \he q~velopment 
prqject and to pursue any <µcd all avaifoble remedies at law. 
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h. If f:he Project becomes ineligibie at any time for the On-sHe Affordable Housing Altematrve" 
the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee prior to issuance of 

the first constrUction permit; If the Project becomes ineligible after issuance of H:s first 

constr.uction permit, the Project Spons()r shall notify the Peparlmeht and MOBCO ahq pay 

interest on the Affordable Housing Fee and penalties, if applicable; 

OPERATION 

4'8. G<1-rbage, Recycling, and Composting R:ecepfades. Garbage, recyclmg, and compost ciJJitainers 

shall be kept within the premises and hidden from. public view, and placed o:utside only when 
being serviced by the disposal corriJ?any. Trash shcill be contained and disposed of pursuant to 

garbage an;cl recycling reteptades guidelines set forth hy th~Dep;;i.rtrnertt of Public Works. 
for injonnation about compliance; cont.act Burea~.i of Street· tise and 'Mapping, Department Pf Public 
Wotks at 415-554-.5810, http://sfd.pw.org 

49. Sidewalk Maintenance. 'fhe Project Sponsor shall ri:laintain the main gt1trance to the building 
:and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a .dean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Deparhnent of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. 

For information about compliance, .contact }htreau of Street. Use and M.appin:g, Deparwent ·Of Public 
Works, 415~695~2017, http:l lsfdpw .org 

50. Noise C~ntrol. The premises i;;hall bt! adequately so:undproofed or iftSulated for noise ·and 

operc:ited. so thaHndd.ental noise shall not l;ie audibJe beyond the premises cir in qthet sections 0£ 
the building and fixed-s~urce equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels, specified in. the 
Sa.rt F~m:tcisq:) Noise Cgnhol Ordinance. 

For info.rmation about compliance :with t.hefi.xed mechanical objects Sl!Ch as' raoft'op atr co1iditionfng, 
-restaurant: ventilation systems~ and. motor13 .and compressors with acceptable noise levew, cont~t the 
Eri'oiro1imental Health Settion1 Department of Public Health at (415) 252-3800; www.sfdph.org-

For info.nnatlon abo1if compliance W#h *11~ con$ttucHon nQise, cc;in.tact the: Depflr&nerit Pf 'Sttildfng 
Jn.spectfon; 415-558-6570, www.s.fdbi.org 
Far information about compliance with. the amplified sound indudin.g music and televisfon contact the 
Police Qeparfment at 415-553-D123, :aJaiia.sfpolice.org 

Sl, Odor Confrril. While J;t ls irH!vitiible that $ome low level 0£ odor may be defoct~bl~ fo nearby 
residents an,d passei:~by., appropriate odor c;:ontrqJ equ~pment ,shall l;>e instaUed in.. conformance 
with the approved plans and rriaii\tained to preyent any significant noxious of offensive odors 
from escaping the premises. 
Far fnformation about c;amp1iance ipith ~dot or -0ther Clwmicai air'. pollutants standatd$, cqntar;t the Bay 
Are,a Air Qitalif:tJ Manageme}1t D~strit;t, (BAAQMD); 1-B00-334-0DOR. (6367), '.www.baaqmd.gov 4nd 
Code Enforcement, Planning l)eparimmt at 415-575-6863, tourw.sf-plannfng.org 

52. Notices Posted at Bars and Entertainment Venues. Notices urging patrons to leave the 
establfshme;nt ?n.4 neighborhood in ft' q~ie.t, peaceful, and orderly fa$hlon and to'. not Hfi:et or 
biock di1veways in, the p.eighborhood, shall be well-m ~n\cl p;rominently displayed at.all entrances 

to and exits from the establishment. 
Fot friformation about compliance, contact the Entertainment Com.miSsion, at 415 554-6678, 
rmmh.13;faov.orglentertainment 
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53. Lighting. AllProjectlighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surro1:1nding 
sidewaik area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent re.sidents. 
Nighttime lighting :shall be the. minimum necessary .to ensure safety, but shall in no case be 

directed oo as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. 
For infonnat:ion. about compli/mceF contact Code: Enforcement., PZanni.ng Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sfplanning.org 

54. Co,nunUnify Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the Project and 
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison to deal with 

the issue5 of. concern to owners and bccuparits ·of nearby prop~rti~. The .Project Sponsor shall 
piovide the Zorting AdminiStrator with written notice of the name, business address, and 
telephone number of the community liaison. Should the mntact information change; the Zoning 

Administrator shall be made a:w:are of sl,lch change. The community liaison shall report to the 
Zoning Administrator what issues, i,f any, are of conce;m to the community and what issues have 
not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
Fqr informqtio11 about compliance, pontact. Code Enforcemen,t, Pl1tnning Department at 41.5-575-6863, 
wuri».sf-pliuining.org 

55. Streetscape Maintenance. '.(he Project Sponsor shal_l mai,ntain ·the main entrance to the building 
all sidewalks abutting the subject property ;an<i shared street that will b¢ provided as part of the 
project :in a dean and :sanitary conditibn in compliance :with the Department of Public Works 

Streets and Sidewa:IkMaintenance Standards. 

For information abauf co.mplirm.ce, cdtitw:t B~teau ef Street Use ani/. Mapping, Depqot·tlftent bf Public 
Works, 415-695-J.017, www.sfplanning.org 

MONITORING • AFT.ER ENTITLEMENT 

56, Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result '.in 
complaints £tom futetested property owners~ n.~$id,ertts, or commetdal lessees. which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor .and found to be in violation of the Planning. Code and/or the 
Epecific conditions of approval for the Project a:s set. forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 

Administrator shall refer sucl;i. complaints to the CqmmissiQtj; .after whic;h it :iµay hold a public 
hearing on the ma:tter to consider. revoeatidrt o! thjs authoriiatiop, 
For information about compliance; contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
WUT<lJ .sfplanning;org 

51. Enfutcement. Violation -0f any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 

this Motion or of any other provisions of PlanninjS Code applicable to this .Project shall be subject 
fo the enfottemen't pr<;>ce<,:lures and, administrative peqp.lties ser forth. und~:i; Plimrting_ COde 
Section 176 01' Section J.76,1,. The Pl;mni:ng Depitt.l;nient may ah;o:refer the yiofatf<:>n. cmnplaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 

For information about contpliance,. contact Code Enforcement, Pla:nriing Department .at 41s..:t;75-6863, 
· www4-pttmning.org 
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58. Monltoring. The Project requires monitorjng of the conditions of approval in this Mdtion. The 
PtojedSponsoror the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established 
under P1artnmgCodeSectj9n35l(e) (1} and work with the Planning Department for information 
about compliance. 
For information about compliance, contact. Code Eiiforcernent, Planning Department, at 415..,575-6863, 
www.sf-pla1ining.org 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND us~ AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will . 
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be held 
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: Monday, May 8, 2017 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: 1500 Mission Street Project and Special Use District 

File No. 170348. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the 1500 Mission 
Street Special Use District to facilitate development of the 1500 Mission Street 
(Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3506, Lot Nos. 006 and 007) project, to regulate bulk 
controls in the Special Use District, to modify Zoning Map SU07 to place the project 
site into this Special Use District, andZoning Map HT07 to establish the height and 
bulk district designations for the project site; adopting findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and 
the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of 
public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

File No. 170408. Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height and 
bulk designations for the 1500 Mission Street project, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 
3506, Lot Nos. 006 and 007, on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on 
Map 5 of the Downtown Area Plan; adopting findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan as 
proposed for amendment, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1; and adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under 
Planning Code, Section 340. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the time 
the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record in this 
matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton 



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
1500 Mission Street Project & SUD (10-Day Notice) 
May 8, 2017 Page2 

B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is 
available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to this matter 
will be available for public review on Friday, May 5, 2017. 

DATED: April 26, 2017 
PUBLISHED/MAILED/POSTED: April 28, 2017 

{

..-$ .Cl.4~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 



CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address: 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (800) 788-7840 I Fax (800) 464-2839 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

Alisa Somera 
CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

Notice Type: 

Ad Description 

COPY OF NOTICE 

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

AS- 05.08.17 Land Use -1500 Mission (170348 & 
170408) 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and malled to you after the last 
date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are): 

04/28/2017 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the last 
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an 

I lllllll llll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll llll llll 
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EXM# 3004850 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS­

PORTATION COMMITIEE 
MONDAY, MAY 8, 2017 -

1:30 PM 
CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE 

CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARL TON B. 

GOODLETI PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
hearing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 
interested parties may attend 
and be heard: \1500 
Mission Street Projec and 
Special Use District) File 
No. 170348. Ordinance 
amending the Planning Code 
to create the 1500 Mission 
Streel Special Use District to 
facilitate development of the 
1500 Mission Street 
(Assessor's Parcel Block No. 
3506, Lot Nos. 006 and 007) 
project, to regulate bulk 
controls in the Sr.eclal Use 
District, to modify Zoning 
Map SU07 to place the 
project site into this Special 
Use District, and Zoning Map 
HT07 to establish the height 
and bulk district designations 
for the project site; adopting 
findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; 
making findings of consis­
tency with the General Plan, 
and the eight priority policies 
of Planning Code, Section 
101.1; and adopting findings 
of public necessity, conven­
ience, and welfare under 
Planning Code, Section 302. 
File No. 170408. Ordinance 
amending the General Plan 
by revising the height and 
bulk designations for the 
1500 Mission Street project, 
Assessor's Parcel Block No. 
3506, Lot Nos. 006 and 007, 
on Map 3 of the Market and 
Octavia Area Plan and on 
Map 5 of the Downtown Area 
Plan; adopting findings under 
the California Environmental 
Quality Act; making findings 
of consistency with the 

g~ne~~e~~~en~~ ~~oJo~~~ 
eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 
101.1; and adopting findings 
of public necessity, conven­
ience, and welfare under 
Planning Code, Section 340. 
In accordance with Adminis­
trative Code, SacUon 67.7-1, 
persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this 
matter may submit written 

comments to the City prior to 
the time the hearing begins. 
These comments will be 
made part of the official 
public record in this matter, 
and shall be brought to the 
attention of the members of 
the Committee. Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this 
matter Is available in the 
Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda information 
relating to this matter will be 
available for public review on 
Friday, MaY. 5, 2017. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 



City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File Nos. 170348 & 170408 (1500 Mission Street Project & SUD) 

Description of ltem(s): 

File No. 170348. Ordinance amending the Planning Code to create the 1500 Mission 
Street Special Use District to facilitate development of the 1500 Mission Street 
(Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3506, Lot Nos. 006 and 007) project, to regulate bulk 
controls in the Special Use District, to modify Zoning Map SU07 to place the project site 
into this Special Use District, and Zoning Map HT07 to establish the height and bulk 
district designations for the project site; adopting findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and 
the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of 
public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302. 

File No. 170408. Ordinance amending the General Plan by revising the height and bulk 
designations for the 1500 Mission Street project, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 3506, Lot 
Nos. 006 and 007, on Map 3 of the Market and Octavia Area Plan and on Map 5 of the 
Downtown Area Plan; adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; 
making findings of consistency with the General Plan as proposed for amendment, and 
the eight priority pol ides of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of 
public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 340. 

I, Alisa Somera , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 

. prepaid as follows: 

Date: April 28, 2017 

Time: 9:35 a.m. 

USPS Location: Repro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

(Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file.) 



L .... -dlSLATION RECEIVED CHECKLI~ , 

File Number (if applicable) ---------.,,,'-..... · ,-..,.,-'-',.......-+-'' ';-' .,_-·.,..-<,~ 
l\L\.1~ ... J-, ~-Li 

(v{ Legislation for Introduction (NEW) 
[ ] Legislation Pending in Committee (AMENDED) 
[ ] Legislation for Board Agenda (AMENDED) 

80\RD OF SUPE~:V\SO~:~, 
IJll>- IJll>- IJll>- Legislative C~,r~ .. J F;:;: A !'Jc 1 s c O 
IJll>- IJll>- IJll>- Committee Clerk 
IJll>- IJll>- IJll>- Deputy Cle'.tikl 7 AP!\ - 4 PM 2: 2 2 

Supervisor, Mayor, and Departmental Submittals.;; v ~=------­
Grantj)rdinance 

M ~Legislation: Original, 1 hard copy, and 1 electronic copy in Word format 
[~gnature: Department Head, Mayor or the Mayor's designee, plus the Controller 

"(l., rf"'Supporting documents: 1 full set, and separate pdf copies of each in email 
[ ] Cover letter (original) 
[ ] Grant budget/application 
[ ] Grant information form, including signed disability checklist 
[ ] Letter of Intent or grant award letter from funding agency 
[ ] Contract, Leases/Agreements (if applicable) 
[ ] Ethics Form 126 (if applicable) in Word format 
[ ] Other support documents as identified in the cover letter and legislation 

[ ] E-Copy of legislation/supporting documents: Sent to BOS.Legislation@sfgov.org 

Ordm·n ce 
[ egislation: Original, 1 hard copy, and 1 electronic copy in Word format · 

Signature: City Attorney (For Settlement of Lawsuits - City Attorney, Department 
~ / Head, Controller, Commission Secretary) 
[v] Sypporting documents: 1 full set, and s~parate pdf copies of each in email 

["'] 'Cover letter (original) 
[ ] Settlement Report/Agreement (for settlements) 
rt"" other support documents as identified in the.cover letter and legislation 

[ ] E-Copy of legislation/supporting documents: Sent to BOS.Legislation@sfgov.org 

Grant Resolution 
[ ] Legislation: Original, 1 hard copy, and 1 electronic copy in Word format 
[ ] Signature: Department Head, Mayor or the Mayor's designee, plus the Controller 
[ ] Supporting documents: 1 full set, and separate pdf copies of each in email 

[ ] Cover letter (original) 
[ ] Grant budget/application 
[ ] Grant information form, including signed disability checklist 
[ ] Letter of Intent or grant award letter from funding agency 
[ ] Contract, Leases/Agreements (if applicable) 
[ ] Ethics Form 126 (if applicable) in Word format 
[ ] Other support documents as identified in the cover letter and legislation 

[ ] E-Copy of legislation/supporting documents: Sent to BOS.Legislation@sfgov.org 

Resolution 
[ ] Legislation: 
[ ] Signature: 

Original, 1 hard copy, and 1 electronic copy in Word format 
None (Note: Required for Settlement of Claims - City Attorney, 
Department Head, Controller, Commission Secretary) 

[ ] Supporting documents: 1 full set, and separate pdf copies of each in email 
[ ] Cover letter (original) 

ettlement Report/Agreement (for settlements) 
Other support documents as identified in the cover letter and legislation 
opy of legislation/supporting documents: . Sent to BOS.Legislation@sfgov.org 

Name and Telephone Number Department 
Clerk's Office/Forms/Legislation Received Checklist (1/2015) for more help go to: sfbos.org/about the board/general/legislative process handbook 




